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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I chose to complete this plan as my Master’s Pro-
ject because I believe that its completion is crucial 
to the future of Chapel Hill Transit and the even-
tual development of some form of higher-order 
transit in Chapel Hill, which is in turn crucial for 
the region’s future livability. Good conventional 
bus transit can enable, encourage, and advance the 
kinds of relatively intense and mixed land uses 
which, in turn, can support a light-rail or bus rapid 
transit system. If the current transit system does 
not excel, it will not provide a viable alternative to 
the automobile, leaving many people with no 
choice but to drive, thereby ensuring that future 
development caters to the automobile rather than 
being transit-supportive. This type of development 
pattern limits people’s choices and is not sustain-
able over the long term. 
Through my internship with the Chapel Hill Plan-
ning Department, I had the resources to update 
and edit the plan, but it required substantial time 
outside my work hours. Many previous interns con-
tributed to working draft plans before I began my 
work on it, so I have built on the substantial foun-
dation they created. I appreciate the help of many 
folks at Chapel Hill Transit in collecting the data, 
and I hope that this plan will be of some value in 
return. Finally, I am grateful for the support of 
Daniel Rodríguez of the Department of City and 
Regional Planning at the University of North Caro-
lina at Chapel Hill, whose valuable insights and 
comments have improved the quality of this docu-
ment.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Chapel Hill Transit provides fixed-route, demand-
responsive and special events services for the 
Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro and the Uni-
versity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. This 
short-range transit plan is intended to guide deci-
sions over a five-year time period. The planning 
period for this plan is from Fiscal Year (FY) 2006-
07 through 2010-11.  
In sum, this plan outlines an estimated $9.12 mil-
lion in weekday daytime service improvements for 
Chapel Hill Transit, including coverage expansions, 
headway reductions, service-hour increases and 
productivity enhancements. Completing all service 
improvements outlined in this plan would require 
the operation of an additional 69 peak-hour buses, 
more than doubling the current peak bus usage. 
Midday operations would rise from 27 buses in FY 
2004-05 to 52. Table I.1 (from Chapter 3 but repro-
duced here) lays out one possible application of the 
plan in terms of peak buses needed.  
Restructuring evening services would take an addi-
tional 4 to 10 buses, depending on the time of eve-
ning, while Saturday and Sunday operations add 
another 4 and 9 buses, respectively.  
The plan provides general recommendations and 
detailed analyses of current conditions. It should be 
used as a basis for decision-making, including 
further analysis when necessary.  
Table i.1: Fleet availability for new peak-hour service, based on 
priority levels in Chapter 5. 
Fiscal 
Year 
Fleet 
Size 
Peak 
Buses  
Needed 
Spares  
(15% ratio) 
Available 
Buses 
2005-06 86 56 13 17 
2006-07 86 71  13 2 
2007-08 109 
98 
17 -6 
2008-09 117 18 1 
2009-10 117 
125 
18 -26 
2010-11 129 20 -16 
Notes: The fleet size includes 23 expansion buses that could arrive in 2007, eight 
more in 2008, and 12 more in 2010. Priority levels are defined in Chapter 5. Peak 
usage is for fixed routes only, excluding trippers and special-event services. As of 
spring 2006, as many as 8 additional peak buses operated as trippers. Available 
buses could be used for trippers or special-event services. 
Priority 
Level 
(Current) 
Tier One 
Tier Two 
Tier 
Three 
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1.0   CONTEXT 
proved by the towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro, 
and University students passed a referendum to 
raise transportation fees to support a fare-free tran-
sit system. System ridership increased approxi-
mately 23 percent between FY 2002-03 and 2004-
05, primarily due to the switch to fare-free service. 
Today, Chapel Hill Transit is owned and operated 
by the Town of Chapel Hill. Carrboro and the Uni-
versity are active partners, participating in financ-
ing, planning, and evaluation of transit services. 
Chapel Hill Transit is financed under a cost-
allocation formula that assigns shares to these three 
partners using the population of the Towns and the 
number of University students, staff, and faculty. 
On June 28, 1999, the Chapel Hill Town Council 
adopted the following Mission Statement for 
Chapel Hill Transit: 
Chapel Hill Transit’s mission is to provide safe, convenient, 
accessible, reliable and responsive public transportation ser-
vices to residents and visitors of the Chapel Hill, Carrboro 
and University of North Carolina communities. These ser-
vices will be provided in an efficient, affordable and environ-
mentally friendly way to connect and coordinate with other 
transportation services in the Research Triangle area and to 
provide an alternative for local and regional travel. 
The FY 2006-07 – 2010-11 Short Range Transit 
Plan (hereafter referred to as “this plan”) utilizes 
this Mission Statement to develop strategies in-
tended to achieve the broad objectives of the 
Chapel Hill Transit system. 
1.1   AGENCY HISTORY AND MISSION 
Chapel Hill Transit has served the Chapel Hill, 
Carrboro and University of North Carolina com-
munities for over 30 years. Established in August 
1974, Chapel Hill Transit was the outgrowth of an 
effort by representatives from these communities 
to provide their residents with public transit ser-
vices. Based on the recommendations of a public 
transit feasibility study and the public response 
from a six-week transit-service demonstration pro-
ject, the Town of Chapel Hill authorized $350,000 
in bonding authority for local capital-grant funds 
and a ten-cent per hundred-dollar-valuation ad 
valorem tax to support transit operations. Although 
Carrboro residents initially defeated a similar refer-
endum, the University administration agreed to 
purchase $309,000 of bus passes to support transit 
operations during the 1975 fiscal year. Before then, 
the University’s student government operated a 
campus shuttle system that began in 1968. Carr-
boro began purchasing transit services in 1977, and 
its voters approved an ad valorem tax in 1980.  
The system continued growing for over two dec-
ades, adding routes and services to meet the needs 
of the community. In January 2002, Chapel Hill 
Transit became fare-free, eliminating fares on all 
fixed routes, weekday Shared Ride Feeder service, 
and the EZ Rider paratransit service. Only special 
events shuttles charge fares, and evening and week-
end Shared Ride services require tickets that must 
be purchased in advance. This new policy was ap-
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1.2   PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN 
In July 1979, Chapel Hill Transit prepared a Trans-
portation Development Program to guide the fu-
ture growth of the transit system. The Transporta-
tion Development Program included a five-year 
projection anticipating transit-system expansions 
needed to keep pace with the growth of the Chapel 
Hill and Carrboro communities. 
In 1981, the Transportation Development Program 
was updated as part of the development of the 
Chapel Hill Transit Short Range Transit Plan. The 
Short Range Transit Plan was updated again in 
1987 and 1993, with a minor update in 1988. Dur-
ing the later 1990’s, in the absence of a transit-
specific plan, improvements to the Chapel Hill 
Transit system were based on the Town’s 1988 
Comprehensive Plan and annual assessments of the 
need for service modifications. 
Town leaders are now considering the creation of a 
long-range transit plan, covering the next 20 years, 
envisioning the possibilities that lie ahead for 
Chapel Hill if some form of higher-order transit 
could be implemented. They have visited Ottawa to 
examine its bus rapid transit system and have heard 
about successful light rail systems across the coun-
try. Yet before this vision for the future can be cre-
ated, Chapel Hill must make progress on its short-
range transit planning, focusing on the next five 
years, so that the long-range plan will have a pre-
dictable and reliable base case or starting point. The 
eventual development of some form of higher-
order transit in Chapel Hill, which is key to enhanc-
ing livability in the region, depends upon the suc-
cess of the existing bus transit system. Good con-
ventional bus transit can enable, encourage, and 
advance the kinds of relatively intense and mixed 
land uses which can provide ridership levels neces-
sary to support light rail or bus rapid transit sys-
tems. If the current transit system does not excel, it 
will not provide a viable alternative to the automo-
bile, leaving many people with no choice but to 
drive, thereby ensuring that future development 
will cater to the automobile. This type of develop-
ment pattern limits people’s choices, is not sustain-
able over the long term, and cannot support higher-
order transit. 
Thus, this document is Chapel Hill’s first com-
pleted Short Range Transit Plan in over a decade. 
The plan provides suggestions for short-term op-
erational modifications to accompany predicted 
changes in land use and ridership. Its recommenda-
tions regarding the current and future needs of the 
transit system should advance the goals of stake-
holders and should enable decision-makers to pre-
pare for the future by addressing challenges in a 
proactive manner.  
The plan should be detailed enough to guide transit 
staff in drafting service changes, but it should also 
be easily understandable for decision-makers, stake-
holders, and the general public. It includes a glos-
sary (Appendix C) to define commonly used acro-
nyms and terms. Historical analyses in this plan 
generally cover the ten-year period from FY 1995-
96 through FY 2004-05 (July 1995 through June 
2005), and the future planning period runs from FY 
2006-07 through FY 2010-11. Town fiscal years 
begin in July and end in June; for clarity, this plan 
names them using both years (e.g. FY 2004-05). By 
contrast, the Chapel Hill Transit service year begins in 
August, ends in July, and takes the name of the 
later year. For example, Chapel Hill Transit began 
service year 2004 in August 2003. All discussions 
are in terms of fiscal years. 
Because the operation of fixed routes consumes 
most of Chapel Hill Transit’s resources and pro-
duces most of its ridership, this plan’s recommen-
dations focus on fixed routes. However, demand-
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responsive services are also important and are dis-
cussed where appropriate. 
The remainder of this chapter provides a snapshot 
of current service and describes stakeholders and 
their goals. Chapter 2 suggests improvements to 
meet current needs based on service statistics and 
public input. Chapter 3 suggests improvements that 
may become necessary or possible due to new de-
velopment, land-use patterns, and ridership 
changes. These two chapters propose potential so-
lutions without regard to fiscal constraints. Chapter 
4 looks at what the fiscal constraints are, including 
budgetary matters and funding sources, and the 
plan concludes with cost-based recommendations 
and action items in Chapter 5. Appendices contain 
supplementary information and route-level analy-
ses. The recommended improvements are designed 
to provide the community with transit service that 
can accommodate mobility needs, reduce automo-
bile dependency and improve the overall 
performance of Chapel Hill Transit.  
1.3   SERVICE AREA CHARACTERISTICS  
An understanding of the demographic composition 
and unique characteristics of the Chapel Hill Tran-
sit service area is essential to serve the transit needs 
of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro community. The ser-
vice area includes the town limits of Chapel Hill 
and Carrboro and the University of North Carolina. 
Figure 1.1 shows the Chapel Hill Transit service 
area, including the University campus. The plan-
ning areas shown in this figure are outside town 
limits but may become annexed in the future. 
Demographics, employment information and in-
come data can provide useful indicators for assess-
ing the adequacy of existing transit services and 
anticipating future transit operating and capital 
needs. Statistics in this chapter reflect the most re-
cent data available. 
Environment 
The topography of Chapel Hill and Carrboro in-
cludes both flat and steep terrain. In some areas, 
steep roadway slopes deter pedestrians and cyclists 
from making non-motorized trips. Transit is often 
the logical choice for these residents, especially for 
trips bound for the University. 
Air quality is also a concern. In April 2004, the re-
gion that includes Chapel Hill and Carrboro was 
designated a non-attainment area for federal 
ground-level ozone standards. Vehicle emissions 
contribute greatly to this problem, but Chapel Hill 
Transit contributes to the solution. The provision 
of local bus service, coupled with parking pricing 
and restrictions, eliminates many short in-town ve-
hicle trips. In addition, the park-and-ride system is 
designed to intercept commuters as they enter the 
service area, reducing the number of vehicles trav-
eling inside it. The switch to fare-free service in 
2002 replaced many additional vehicle trips with 
transit trips, which translates into a positive impact 
on the region’s air quality. However, if the region is 
to attain air-quality standards by the 2009 deadline, 
more will need to be done in the form of transit 
improvements, coordinated land-use controls, and 
market-based measures. 
Population 
As of 2004, Chapel Hill’s population was estimated 
at 51,519 and Carrboro’s was about 17,648. This 
yields a combined transit service area population of 
almost 70,000, excluding non-municipal residents. 
As of 2005, the University had nearly 27,000 stu-
dents; those students living in either Chapel Hill or 
Carrboro are also included in the Town population 
counts.  
Both Chapel Hill and Carrboro grew significantly in 
population during the past 10 years. Population 
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Figure 1.1: Chapel Hill Transit service area (Fall 2005) 
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trends continue to show a steady rate of growth for 
both communities (Table 1.1). 
Over the planning period, the population of Chapel 
Hill is expected to grow by approximately 1.5 per-
cent per year. This will result in a population of 
58,673 by 2010 (Town of Chapel Hill 2005 Data 
Book). Carrboro projects that its population will 
increase to 23,917 by 2010. This projection assumes 
full build-out within Carrboro’s municipal limits, 
including northern areas newly annexed or to be 
annexed. These projections yield a combined transit 
service area of almost 85,000, excluding non-
municipal residents, by 2010, which is an increase 
of about 15,000 people or more than 20 percent. 
The growth rate of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro area 
has been similar to the growth rate of the larger 
Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill region. Figure 1.2 
shows the growth rates for the urban areas of 
North Carolina between 1990 and 2000. The 35 
percent growth rate in the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel 
Hill Metropolitan Statistical Area was greater than 
that of any other MSA in North Carolina. 
Population Density 
Transit ridership is affected by several land use and 
population factors, including population density. 
Figure 1.3 illustrates population density per acre for 
traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in southeastern Or-
ange County. These zones are the basic units used 
in local and regional transportation planning.  
The most densely populated areas are in neighbor-
hoods close to the downtowns of Chapel Hill and 
Carrboro and along major roadway corridors such 
as MLK Jr. Blvd., Franklin St., Fordham Blvd., 
Smith Level Rd. and NC 54. These corridors re-
quire the greatest level of transit service due to the 
higher concentration of people in the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
Income 
Another factor that has traditionally affected public 
transit ridership is income. In most of the U.S., 
transit ridership has historically been highest among 
low- and moderate-income families. In 2000, the 
median family income for Chapel Hill was $79,393, 
while Carrboro's median family income was 
$56,023. Table 1.2 compares the median family 
income for Chapel Hill with similar data for Or-
ange County, the state of North Carolina and the 
United States for 1970 through 2000. Chapel Hill's 
median family income has exceeded the national 
median for some time, although between 1970 and 
2000, Chapel Hill's median income increased from 
110% to 158% of the national median family in-
come. 
Figure 1.4 compares the Census median family in-
come distribution for Chapel Hill from 1980 
through 2000. These data indicate that the overall 
family income of Chapel Hill residents has in-
creased, and this distribution of income has shifted 
towards the higher income categories. Figure 1.5 
identifies those census tracts in the Chapel Hill-
Table 1.1: Population of service area, calendar 
years 1996-2004 
Year* Chapel Hill Carrboro Composite 
1996 43,429 13,784 57,213 
1997 43,977 14,274 58,251 
1998 44,015 14,733 58,748 
1999 44,343 16,012** 60,355 
2000 46,019 16,782 62,801 
*Population figures are estimated for all years prior to the 
2000 U.S. Census 
**Includes population gains from major annexations 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, N.C. Office of State Planning 
2001 48,902** 16,958 65,860 
2002 50,540 17,456 67,996 
2003 51,485 17,585 69,070 
2004 51,519 17,648 69,167 
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Carrboro service area with large concentrations of 
low- and middle-income households.  
Other Demographics 
The 2000 U.S. Census provided statistics on age, 
disability status, and minority status of Chapel Hill 
and Carrboro residents. Many of the transportation 
analysis zones with the highest percentage of senior 
citizens, such as the zone containing the Carol 
Woods Retirement Community off Weaver Dairy 
Rd., are located at the periphery of the service area 
(Figure 1.6). The same is true for several of the 
zones with the highest proportion of residents with 
disabilities, which includes all individuals age 16 
and over with a long-lasting health condition that 
makes it difficult for them to go outside the home 
unassisted (Figure 1.7). As shown in Figure 1.8, the 
highest concentrations of minorities are in the 
Northside and Pine Knolls neighborhoods near 
downtown Chapel Hill and Carrboro, and in the 
northwest along Rogers Rd. The former two zones 
are within the service area; the latter remains out-
side the municipal limits of Chapel Hill and Carr-
boro. Chapel Hill Transit must serve the elderly, 
disabled, and minority communities with the same 
high level of service that other area residents expect 
and receive.  
Employment 
Employment concentrations in the Chapel Hill-
Carrboro service area are similar to residential pat-
terns, with the largest employment in the Chapel 
Hill downtown and University area. Figure 1.9 
shows the concentration of employment in 1995. 
Additional employment is concentrated in down-
town Carrboro, along the U.S. 15-501/Franklin St. 
corridor, and at the I-40 interchange areas. 
The University and UNC Hospitals are the two 
largest employers in the service area, with over 
17,500 employees in 2005.  
Travel Behavior and Mode Choice 
The 2000 Census also provides information on 
travel behavior of residents of the Chapel Hill-
Figure 1.2: Metropolitan area population growth, 1990-2000 
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Figure 1.3: Population density by transportation analysis zone, 2000 
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Selected 
Area 1970 
% US 
Median 
Income 1980 
% US 
Median 
Income 1990 
% US 
Median 
Income 2000 
% US 
Median 
Income 
Chapel Hill $10,536  110% $24,007  114% $50,217  143% $79,393 158% 
Orange Co. $8,700  91% $19,305  92% $40,685  116% $64,323  128% 
MSA NA NA $20,929  100% $39,723  113% $62,800  125% 
NC $7,774  81% $16,792  80% $31,548  90% $48,000  96% 
USA $9,586  100% $21,023  100% $35,224  100% $50,200  100% 
Source: Chapel Hill Data Book, 2001  
Table 1.2: Median family income, 1970-2000  
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Figure 1.4: Chapel Hill family income distribution, 1980-2000. The number of low-income families has 
dropped substantially, and the number of high-income families has increased substantially, since 1980.  
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Figure 1.5: Percentage of low-income households in each TAZ.  
(Low-income is defined here as less than 50 percent of the median income for the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel 
Hill area and depends on household size. For a family of four, the median income is $69,800.) 
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Figure 1.6: Senior citizen population, 2000  
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Figure 1.7: Persons over age 15 with disabilities, 2000.  
Note: Here, the definition of “disability” is not limited to mobility impairments. 
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Figure 1.8: Minority population within service area by TAZ, 2000. (Source: U.S. Census) 
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Figure 1.9: Work locations of employees by TAZ, 2000  
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Carrboro service area. Figure 1.10 compares the 
journey-to-work travel behavior of Chapel Hill 
Transit service area residents for work trips in 1980, 
1990 and 2000. This figure includes the combined 
data for both Chapel Hill and Carrboro. Between 
1980 and 2000, the share of transit ridership fell 
from 10 percent to 7 percent, while the use of 
private vehicles rose from 50 percent to 63 percent.  
In 1990, approximately 60 percent of Chapel Hill 
residents and 70 percent of Carrboro residents used 
a single-occupancy vehicle to travel to work, a per-
centage which remains essentially unchanged in 
2000. The service area total was 64 percent. This is 
compared to only 48 percent of Chapel Hill 
residents and 58 percent of Carrboro residents 
using a single-occupancy vehicle in 1980. Carrboro 
residents' use of public transit for work trips 
remained between 9 and 10 percent from 1980 to 
2000.  
University Employees 
A 2003 survey of Chapel Hill Transit riders found 
that about two-thirds of passengers were full-time 
college students. Nearly 89 percent of riders 
Source: U.S. Census 
Figure 1.10: Commuter mode choice (journey to work) in service area, 1980, 1990, & 2000 
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worked or went to school at the University. As the 
largest single group of transit riders and potential 
transit riders, the travel behavior of students and 
employees of the University and UNC Hospitals 
can provide useful information about who currently 
uses the transit system and potential new markets. 
Table 1.3 demonstrates the change in location of 
University employees between 1994 and 2004. In 
1994, 46 percent of University employees lived in 
Chapel Hill, while 9 percent lived in Carrboro. By 
2001, only 31 percent lived in Chapel Hill, and 
Carrboro’s share fell slightly to 8 percent. For a 
more detailed discussion of residential locations of 
University employees and students, see Chapter 2. 
The University conducted travel behavior surveys 
of students and employees in 1997, 2001, and 2004. 
The results of these surveys show that the majority 
of University employees continue to use single-
occupancy vehicles (Table 1.4). Multiple choices 
were possible when respondents were asked what 
modes they used at least one day per week (that is, 
the survey reports percentage of respondents ever 
using each mode, not the percentage of trips by 
each mode). This does permit concluding that while 
78% of persons sometimes used a single-occupancy 
vehicle to get to work, 22% never used a single-
occupancy vehicle for that trip. 
Transit’s share increased between each survey. The 
percentage of University employee transit ridership 
by employment category was consistent, with 
higher use by faculty and lower use by technical/
craft/maintenance workers. This is likely related to 
housing affordability: moderate- and lower-income 
employees are priced out of much of the housing 
market in areas close enough to have high-quality 
transit service. 
Employees were also asked to rate several factors 
that determined their mode choice on a 1 to 5 scale, 
with 5 being most important. In 2001, survey re-
sults indicated that time and comfort were the most 
influential in choice of transportation, with cost of 
mode ranked last (Table 1.5). By 2004, reliability, 
time, and safety had overtaken comfort. Cost re-
mained ranked last. Refer to the University’s 2004 
Campus Commuting Survey Report for more infor-
mation on travel behavior of employees.  
University Students 
In the same survey, students also ranked time 
highly. In 2004, reliability and time were the most 
important items for students, while comfort was 
ranked last (Table 1.6). 
Overall, less than half of students indicated that 
they sometimes drove alone in 2004, down from 
2001 but up from 1997 (Table 1.7). Walking de-
clined from 27 percent in 1997 to 19 percent in 
2004, and transit use increased considerably from 
Table 1.3: University staff by place of residence, 
1994/1999/2001/2004 
Town  
Percent By Year  
1994 1999 2001 2004 
 Apex N/A N/A 3 2 
 Burlington 2 2 2 2 
 Cary 1 1 3 3 
 Carrboro 9 8 10 8 
 Chapel Hill 46 44 34 31 
 Durham 17 17 19 23 
 Graham N/A 4 3 3 
 Hillsborough 4 4 5 4 
 Mebane N/A N/A 3 3 
 Pittsboro 6 6 5 5 
 Raleigh 3 3 4 4 
 Other 12 15 9 14 
 Source: 2004 UNC Campus Commuting Survey, 2005 
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2001 to 2004 after remaining relatively stable from 
1997 to 2001. 
For more information on student travel behavior, 
including mode splits by distance from residence to 
campus, refer to the University’s 2004 Campus 
Commuting Survey Report. 
1.4   SERVICES AS OF FALL 2005 
This section provides an overview of the current 
services provided by Chapel Hill Transit. 
Weekday Service 
As of Fall 2005, weekday service consisted of 22 
routes, most of which operated from approximately 
6:30 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. These routes can be sepa-
rated into different categories based on the type of 
service provided, including: 
• Fourteen radial routes serving major roads (A, 
CL, CM, CW, D, F, G, J, HS, N, NS, S, T, V), 
• Six express routes (CPX, FCX, HU, JFX, NU, 
and certain trips on the NS),  
Table 1.4: University employee commute travel 
modes, 1997/2001/2004 
Mode (used 1+ days/
week) 
Percent by Year  
1997 2001 2004 
Drive Alone 77 78 70 
Bus 5 9 10 
Carpool 8 8 5 
Vanpool <1 <1 3 
Bicycle 4 5 3 
Walk 4 5 3 
Source: 2004 UNC Campus Commuting Study, 2005  
Motorcycle/moped <1 <1 1 
Park-and-ride 6 8 17 
Dropped off  6 10 6 
Other <1 <1 3 
Table 1.7: University student commute travel 
modes, 1997/2001/2004 
Mode (used 1+ 
days/week) 
Percent by Year  
1997 2001 2004 
Drive Alone 41 56 44 
Carpool 9 13 11 
Vanpool <1 <1 1 
Bus 26 28 42 
Bicycle 17 12 7 
Dropped off 9 13 12 
Source: 2004 UNC Campus Commuting Study, 2005  
Other <1 1 2 
Park-and-ride 10 17 20 
Motorcycle 1 1 <1 
Walk 27 21 19 
 
Factor 1997 2001 2004 
Reliability NA 3.72 4.64 
Time 4.47 4.65 4.43 
Safety 4.22 4.25 4.41 
Comfort 3.61 4.65 4.2 
Cost (in dollars) 3.4 3.5 3.85 
Average Rating  
Tables 1.5: Employee travel decision importance 
ratings, 1997/2001/2004 
Source: 2004 UNC Campus Commuting Study, 2005. In both of these tables, 1 is the lowest and 5 the highest possible rating.  
Table 1.6: Student travel decision 
importance ratings, 2001/2004 
 Average Rating  
Factor 2001 2004 
Reliability 4.61 4.66 
Time 4.71 4.61 
Cost (in dollars) 3.65 3.92 
Safety 3.95 3.81 
Comfort 3.46 3.50 
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• Three campus circulator routes (NU, U and 
RU), and 
• One off-peak shuttle (M). 
The express routes, serving park-and-ride lots, be-
gin operating as early as 5:15 a.m. to better serve 
commuters and help lessen peak-period traffic. The 
M shuttle, which operates off-peak, provides access 
to the Chapel Hill Public Library and University 
Mall during midday hours.  
Weeknight and Safe Ride Service 
As of Fall 2005, 13 routes provided evening service 
through 8:00 p.m. or later: CM/CW combined, D, 
FCX, F, HU, J, JFX, NS, NU, S, RU, TG, and V. 
Seven routes operated until 9:30 p.m. or later: CM/
CW combined, D, HU, J, NU, TG and V. The J 
and TG routes ran past 11:30 p.m.  
The TG route operates only during weeknights, 
whereas the other routes are continuations of exist-
ing weekday routes. Most evening routes have 
headways of 30 to 95 minutes and do not operate 
during periods of reduced service. 
Three Safe Ride routes also operated from 10:45 
p.m. until 2:30 a.m. on Thursday, Friday, and Satur-
day nights. These routes have 30-minute headways 
and do not operate during reduced service. 
Weekend Service 
Weekend service consists of eight Saturday and two 
Sunday routes. As of Fall 2005, most Saturday 
routes began service between 8:00 and 9:00 a.m. 
and ended around 5:30 p.m., although the NU and 
U routes started and ended later. The two Sunday 
routes, the U and NU, began at 10:30 and 11:30 
a.m. and ended at 7:00 and 11:30 p.m., respectively.  
Scheduling 
The fixed-route system has been developed incre-
mentally since its inception. Chapel Hill Transit 
service historically has been structured to meet the 
transportation needs of the students and staff of 
the University and UNC Hospitals. When develop-
ing new routes or revising existing routes, the prin-
cipal goal of route design and scheduling has been 
to get riders to their destinations just prior to when 
classes and work shifts begin. This “pulse” system 
results in most routes having varying peak head-
ways rather than standardized headways. In addi-
tion, corridors that are served by several routes 
(such as Franklin St., MLK Jr. Blvd., NC 54, South 
Columbia St., etc.) tend to have multiple buses of 
different routes arriving at nearly the same time, 
and then a long wait until the next bus of any route. 
This facilitates transfers but makes schedules virtu-
ally impossible to memorize. These factors together 
result in a complex system. See the Chapel Hill Tran-
sit Route Guide for individual route maps and sched-
ule information. 
Full and Reduced Service 
Ridership demand is much higher when the Uni-
versity is in session than when it is on a reduced 
schedule (see Figure 2.13, Chapter 2). As a result, 
Chapel Hill Transit operates full- and reduced-
service periods that correspond to the University’s 
academic calendar. Reduced-service periods include 
the summer and other extended breaks within the 
University calendar. During these times, evening 
service ends between 6:30 and 8:30 p.m. for most 
routes, earlier than during full service. The NU and 
U Routes do not run on Saturdays, and there is no 
Sunday service.  
Park-and-Ride Services 
Park-and-ride lots in the Chapel Hill Transit system 
are either Town- or University-owned. The Jones 
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Ferry lot is a good example of a partnership: the 
University owned the land, Chapel Hill paid for the 
lot, and Carrboro provides its municipal services. 
Strategically located off major thoroughfares along 
the periphery of the urban area (Figure 1.11), the 
parking lots provide a convenient way for out-of-
town commuters to park their vehicles for free and 
take the bus, reducing congestion and parking 
needs downtown and on campus.  
The last heavily-traveled corridor without a park-
and-ride lot is US 15-501 towards Durham, but 
both the Town and the University plan to open lots 
there. As of Fall 2005, there were 5 Town-owned 
lots and four additional University-owned park-
and-ride lots, along with other satellite University 
lots (Figure 1.11). Some of these lots are used for 
supplemental student and employee parking; one is 
for long-term storage of cars owned by students 
living on campus. Parking in University lots is by 
permit only. As of Fall 2005, park-and-ride lots had 
a combined capacity of 3957 vehicles. Chapter 2 
provides more details on the state of park-and-ride 
services. 
In many cases, express bus service to these lots has 
been the key to their success. The University’s goal 
for peak-hour service headways to and from its 
park-and-ride lots has been 15 minutes or less. Us-
ing express service shortens in-vehicle travel time 
and can make these headways possible at a lower 
cost. All Town lots also meet the 15-minute stan-
dard except for the Eubanks Rd. Park-and-Ride Lot 
(Table 1.8). 
Service to Town lots is targeted to first-shift em-
ployee working hours, with service ending between 
8 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. (Table 1.8). Most University 
lots are served by more routes and are accessible 
later than the Town lots. In addition, the unique 
purpose of the PR Lot requires that service be pro-
vided on Sunday evenings as well, for students re-
turning from weekend excursions. 
Routes serving the Town's free park-and-ride lots 
converge on central campus and UNC Hospitals. 
As of Fall 2005, only two routes—the NS and 
CW—serving Town park-and-ride lots also served 
downtown Chapel Hill, where parking is expensive 
and limited. The CW provided downtown Carr-
boro’s only connection to a free park-and-ride lot. 
The attractiveness of free parking for businesses, 
and the potential for fewer cars in the downtowns, 
are therefore diminished. In order to maximize the 
potential of free park-and-ride lots, routes serving 
them should connect to the downtown areas. 
Timed transfers could accomplish the same pur-
pose. 
Bikes on Buses Program 
Chapel Hill Transit has equipped all of its buses 
with racks capable of accommodating two bicycles 
at a time. Allowing riders to transport their bicycles 
at no charge helps to integrate non-motorized 
modes of travel with transit, furthering the Town’s 
goal of a multi-modal transportation system. 
Demand-Responsive Services 
Chapel Hill Transit offers two demand-responsive 
programs that provide transportation for those who 
live beyond the fixed-route service area and for 
residents with special needs. This section discusses 
these services as well as special events services pro-
vided by Chapel Hill Transit.  
Shared Ride 
The Shared Ride Feeder Service provides transpor-
tation to residents of Chapel Hill and Carrboro 
who are not served by fixed-route service. Figure 
1.12 shows those areas designated as Shared Ride 
Feeder Zones. (Note: While most figures in this plan use 
data from fall 2005, this figure uses spring 2006 data in 
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Figure 1.11: Park-and-ride services (Fall 2005). Not shown: Chatham County UNC Lot. 
order to show the newly created feeder zones for Carrboro.) 
The Shared Ride service uses cars and vans to col-
lect passengers from designated pick-up points in 
the zone and transport them to the nearest bus 
stop. The Shared Ride program is intended to pro-
vide transit service to areas that cannot support 
regular fixed routes efficiently, usually due to low 
densities of development. 
Shared Ride Feeder service runs from 6:45 a.m. to 
6:15 p.m. on weekdays for free. Chapel Hill Transit 
also provides evening and Sunday Shared Ride ser-
vice to areas that do not receive regular evening 
and Sunday bus service. Evening service ends at 
12:45 a.m. during full service and at 10 p.m. during 
reduced service; Sunday service is available from 
9:30 a.m. to 11 p.m. during full service and from 
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9:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. during reduced service. Eve-
ning and weekend Shared Ride service requires ad-
vance purchase of tickets.  
EZ Rider 
In conformance to requirements of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act, the EZ Rider service provides 
transportation for individuals with mobility limita-
tions that prevent them from accessing the fixed-
route service throughout the Chapel Hill Transit 
service area. Riders must be certified by a physician 
to use the service. For efficiency, EZ Rider vehicles 
sometimes also carry Shared Ride Passengers. EZ 
Rider service is free and is available on weekdays 
from 6:15 a.m. to 6:15 p.m. and on Saturdays from 
8:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. 
Special Events 
Chapel Hill Transit provides public transportation 
for special events, primarily for activities on the 
University campus. The Tar Heel Express shuttle bus 
service operates during all home football and bas-
ketball games and for most concerts held at the 
Dean Smith Center. 
This service begins approximately 90 minutes prior 
to the scheduled start of an event. Return trips be-
gin immediately after each event and continue for 
approximately 30 minutes. Buses serve the Jones 
Ferry, Friday Center, and Southern Village park-
and-ride lots, as well as University Mall. One-way 
fare for Tar Heel Express is $3 and round-trip fare 
is $5. Another shuttle is provided from the Coffee 
Shop bus stop on Franklin St. to the Smith Center 
for $2 one-way and $4 round-trip. 
Fixed-route services typically continue to operate 
during special events. There are a few exceptions to 
this, such as the annual Halloween festival, when 
fixed routes end early but parking shuttles operate 
late into the night.  
Special events ridership totals are directly related to 
the number and type of special events that occur 
during the year. From FY 1995-96 to FY 2004-05, 
special events shuttles have averaged 136,715 riders 
annually (Figure 1.13). 
Table 1.8: Summary of park-and-ride services (Fall 2005) 
 Town Park-and-Ride Lots Route(s) First Departure Last Arrival Peak Frequency** 
 Carrboro Plaza* CPX, JFX 5:45 a.m. 8:05 p.m. 15  
 Eubanks Rd. NS 6:20 a.m. 8:28 p.m. 10/20/30 
 Jones Ferry Rd. CM, CW, JFX 5:30 a.m. 9:19 p.m. 5/10/15  
 NC 54  HU, S, TG 5:30 a.m. 10:47 p.m. 5/10  
 Southern Village NS, V 5:15 a.m. 9:09 p.m. 5/10  
   
 Franklin St./Masonic Lodge CL, D, F, M 6:45 a.m. 9:51 p.m. 2 to 16, variable 
 P Lot G, HS, NU, T, TG 6:32 a.m. 11:26 p.m. 2 to 28, variable 
 Chatham County Chatham 6:00 a.m. 9:17 p.m. 15 
 Friday Center FCX, V 5:15 a.m. 8:25 p.m. 5 
 * No midday service    **Scheduled time between morning departures of buses of any route, in minutes. 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 2005 
 University Park-and-Ride Lots  
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Figure 1.12: Shared Ride Feeder Zones, Spring 2006.  
Note: Service to zones in Carrboro is anticipated to begin late in FY 2005-06. 
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1.5   STAKEHOLDERS AND THEIR GOALS 
One essential element of this plan, unique to the 
context of Chapel Hill Transit, is the involvement 
of three major stakeholders that act as partners in 
providing transit service: Chapel Hill, Carrboro, 
and the University. In order for the transit system 
to grow and improve, the partners must all commit 
to investments in capital and operations through 
this plan. Without such a commitment, the transit 
agency cannot predict when additional services will 
be needed or when money will be available to cover 
the costs of those services. Such a condition would 
force the agency to continue making incremental 
operations changes rather than adhering to a plan, 
rendering any plan ineffective.  
Therefore, this plan seeks to reinforce the goals, 
objectives and recommendations stated in the 
Chapel Hill Transit 25th Anniversary Report, the 
Chapel Hill Comprehensive Plan, Carrboro’s Small 
Area Plan for the Northern Study Area, the 
University’s Transit and Parking Task Force Final 
Report, and the University’s Development Plan. In 
order for the Short Range Transit Plan to best 
support and serve each stakeholder, it is important 
to recognize each individual plan’s transit-related 
policies. This section provides more detail about 
these documents. 
Town of Chapel Hill 
The Town of Chapel Hill owns and operates 
Chapel Hill Transit. Two recent documents from 
the Town set out goals for transit service: the Com-
prehensive Plan and the report of the Chapel Hill 
Transit 25th Anniversary Review Committee. 
The Comprehensive Plan 
Adopted in June 2000, Chapel Hill’s Comprehen-
sive Plan introduced several broad policy changes 
that would affect the Town’s transportation system 
Figure 1.13: Annual ridership of special events shuttles, FY 1995-96 to 2004-05 
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place priority on road improvements that only ac-
commodate automobile travel. In order to achieve 
this goal, this Short Range Transit Plan develops a 
program of transit enhancements to expand rider-
ship, extend services and improve overall system 
performance.  
In addition, the Comprehensive Plan includes 
several transportation objectives that affect transit 
services. Table 1.9 summarizes the main transit-
related objectives.  
The primary public transportation objective seeks 
to “maintain a public transportation system that 
enhances the mobility and safety of Town 
residents, employees and students” and “increase 
per capita ridership with provision of increased 
service to an expanded park-and-ride lot system 
that complements regional transit.” This objective 
involves several components. For example, in order 
to enhance mobility, it is important to evaluate the 
need for, and possible locations of, a transit 
transfer facility in downtown Chapel Hill, as well as 
the development of smaller-scale transit facilities in 
other parts of the Town. 
While the focus of the Chapel Hill Transit route 
structure will continue to be on downtown and the 
University campus, the extension of services into 
outlying areas, as well as the inclusion of additional 
transit services along congested arterials, should 
also be examined. 
Table 1.10 provides a summary of the Comprehen-
sive Plan’s recommended implementation actions 
and schedule for the improvement of transit ser-
vices. 
Another objective included in the 2000 Compre-
hensive Plan focuses on improving the multi-modal 
street and highway system and aims to “develop 
and maintain a comprehensive network of streets 
in the future. The Plan examined the potential 
changes in population and land use that would in-
fluence the transportation system. Projections indi-
cated that the Town’s population was likely to grow 
from 48,715 in 2000 to approximately 67,600 per-
sons in 2025—an increase of almost 40 percent. 
During this time period, the plan projected the 
number of dwelling units to grow from approxi-
mately 17,400 to 24,800, an increase of about 275 
units per year.  
The Comprehensive Plan recognized the potential 
impacts of unplanned growth. It encouraged the 
development of selected opportunity areas—places 
with uses that were likely to change and with physi-
cal characters and locations suitable for develop-
ment. The Plan identified three main opportunity 
areas:  
1. Potential mixed-use centers located at the 
Horace Williams Tract and along Eubanks Rd.;  
2. Sites appropriate for higher-density residential 
development (up to 15 units per acre) on West 
Rosemary St. in the downtown area and the 
Greene tract in the northwest area; and  
3. Selected areas along MLK Jr. Blvd., including 
at the Horace Williams Tract. 
The Comprehensive Plan’s overarching transporta-
tion goal is to “develop a balanced, multi-modal 
transportation system that will enhance mobility for 
all citizens, reduce automobile dependence, and 
preserve/enhance the character of Chapel Hill.” 
This goal seeks to improve mobility and choice for 
residents by moving away from a cycle of auto-
dependency and towards a more balanced transpor-
tation system by providing alternative transporta-
tion modes. This implies an increased emphasis on 
the continuous development of a multi-modal 
transportation network rather than continuing to 
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and highways that support safe automobile, transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian mobility within Town.” The 
Plan suggests that Chapel Hill reevaluate its current 
engineering standards for arterial, collector and lo-
cal streets. Revised standards should include the 
accommodation of all modes of transportation, 
reductions in traffic lane widths and other measures 
to reduce travel speeds and minimize non-local 
traffic on local residential streets.  
To facilitate this objective, the plan recommends 
that traffic impact analysis guidelines be required to 
provide a more complete disclosure of the trans-
portation impacts of new developments, as well as 
take into account vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian and 
transit modes. These recommendations will sup-
port transit use by ensuring adequate street infra-
structure for transit and recognizing the impacts of 
new development on transit services. This Short 
Range Transit Plan promotes this objective by ex-
ploring creative options for transit in order to 
Public transportation Maintain a public transportation system that enhances the mobility and safety of 
Town residents, employees and students. Increase per capita ridership with provi-
sion of increased service to an expanded park-n-ride lot system that complements 
regional transit. 
Multi-modal street and 
highway system 
Develop and maintain a comprehensive network of streets and highways that sup-
port safe automobile, transit, bicycle and pedestrian mobility within Town. 
Transportation Demand 
Management 
Develop and implement programs that reduce the percentage of trips made by 
single occupancy vehicles and encourage transportation by alternative modes. 
Pedestrian Develop and maintain a pedestrian circulation system, including sidewalks and 
greenway trails, that provides direct, continuous and safe movement within and 
between districts of Town. Link neighborhoods to activity centers, transit stops, 
schools, parks and other neighborhoods. 
General  Emphasize transit and pedestrian/bicycle mobility in the vicinity of the downtown 
and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill campus. 
Increase emphasis on transit, bicycle and pedestrian mobility town-wide. Achieve 
an increase in the percentage of total trips within Chapel Hill by alternative trans-
portation modes and a corresponding reduction in the percentage of trips by auto-
mobiles. 
Type  Description 
Table 1.9: Summary of transportation-related objectives from Chapel Hill’s 2000 Comprehensive Plan 
Local Transit Service 
• Develop a plan to promote the use of transit 
and explore creative options to fixed-route 
transit. 
• Identify funding sources to improve transit 
service. 
Park-and-Ride 
• Develop a master plan for an expanded park-
and-ride system, coordinated with express/
limited-stop bus service to employment 
destinations. 
Regional Transit Service 
• Continue efforts to evaluate and promote 
regional transit service to Chapel Hill. 
Downtown Transit Center 
• Evaluate the need for, and possible locations 
of, a transit transfer facility in downtown Chapel 
Hill. 
• Investigate the development of smaller-scale 
transit facilities in other parts of the Town. 
Table 1.10: Summary of the Comprehensive Plan’s 
implementation actions for transit system improve-
ment 
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increase current transit use and accommodate new 
development.  
A third objective that will directly affect transit 
services is the proposal to enhance pedestrian mo-
bility through developing and maintaining “a pedes-
trian circulation system, including sidewalks and 
greenway trails, that provides direct, continuous 
and safe movement within and between districts of 
Town” and linking “neighborhoods to activity cen-
ters, transit stops, schools, parks, and other 
neighborhoods.” Achieving this objective requires 
the development of a comprehensive pedestrian 
and bicycle network. This includes improving pe-
destrian access to transit corridors, which include 
areas within one-quarter to one-half mile of existing 
transit and routes identified in the transit plan. 
Chapter 2 includes an assessment of sidewalk avail-
ability within a one-quarter mile radius of existing 
transit routes.  
A fourth Comprehensive Plan objective focuses on 
travel demand management and seeks to “develop 
and implement programs that reduce the percentage of trips 
made by single occupancy vehicles and encourage transporta-
tion by alternative modes.” In order to accomplish this 
objective, the Comprehensive Plan recommended 
the development of a Transportation Demand 
Management Program with local employers to en-
courage the use of carpooling, transit and other 
alternative modes. This Short Range Transit Plan 
recognizes the importance of transportation de-
mand management and seeks to enhance service to 
participating employment centers. 
Finally, it is important to develop evaluation meth-
ods to measure the performance of transit. The 
Comprehensive Plan began the process of creating 
regular Mobility Report Cards, which investigate 
the Town’s progress in meeting mobility needs, 
including transit service.  
Chapel Hill Transit 25th Anniversary Report 
The Chapel Hill Transit System celebrated its 25th 
anniversary of service in 1998. The Town Council 
subsequently created a 25th Anniversary Review 
Committee to review the status of transit and to 
plan for the future. The 25th Anniversary Review 
Committee completed a final report in 2000 with 
several recommendations intended to enhance cur-
rent services and to increase public transit ridership:  
General transit recommendations 
• Address how Chapel Hill Transit can maintain 
a leadership role in providing efficient and in-
novative transit services. 
• Promote transit-oriented land-use patterns, 
including development in the downtown area, 
to encourage greater transit use. 
Service modification recommendations 
• Monitor changes in service area population and 
develop services to meet additional needs. 
• Maintain the focus of the route structure on 
the high-activity downtown/University areas 
while exploring ways to expand service in out-
lying areas and during non-commuting periods, 
while also maintaining short headways. 
• Evaluate approaches to extend service to areas 
anticipated for annexation and provide transit 
service at cost to areas outside Chapel Hill’s 
planning jurisdiction. 
• Evaluate additional transit services along con-
gested corridors and methods to implement 
transportation demand management programs, 
and develop a regional fixed guideway. 
• Evaluate how to retain the current peak-hour 
scheduling policy but develop “pulse” schedul-
ing for reduced, off-peak, evening and weekend 
service. Also, develop separate peak and off-
peak service standards and evaluate start-up 
service with separate criteria. 
1-26 1  CONTEXT 
FY 2006-07 - 2010-11 SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  
CHAPEL HILL TRANSIT 
• Monitor the impact of telecommuting and pro-
vide off-peak transit services if necessary. 
Ridership recommendations 
• Increase marketing with efforts targeted to new 
or expanded user groups based upon changing 
demographics. 
• Evaluate the need for additional investment in 
making transit information more available to 
the public. For example, updating bus stop 
signage and route information and ensuring 
that all bus stops contain schedule information.  
• Evaluate future opportunities to implement a 
new bus design and passenger information 
technologies. 
Financial recommendations 
• Address how to continue to utilize State and 
federal funding. 
• Evaluate methods to keep fares as low as possi-
ble while users continue to contribute to the 
cost of the system. 
• Address ways to maintain competitive wages 
and benefits for transit employees. 
Regional recommendations 
• Work with other regional transit providers to 
respond to changing commuting patterns and 
support the implementation of a fixed guide-
way system linking Chapel Hill to the region. 
• Work with the Regional Air Quality Coalition 
to address air quality concerns, including pro-
viding additional transit service to relieve con-
gestion along major corridors and developing 
ozone alert response programs. 
• Evaluate ways to coordinate with Durham 
Transit and the Triangle Transit Authority in 
order to better coordinate local and regional 
transit services. 
• Develop a regional transportation demand 
management program that emphasizes work-
place incentive programs. 
This plan will incorporate the recommendations of 
the 25th Anniversary Report in the assessment of 
the need, capability and financial feasibility for re-
vising or expanding transit service. 
Town of Carrboro 
The Carrboro Transportation Advisory Board and 
the Town of Carrboro transportation planner have 
expressed the following goals for Chapel Hill Tran-
sit, based on observations and Transit Forum feed-
back: 
• Make the system as attractive to transit users as 
possible; continue efforts to make schedule 
information and the system as a whole more 
user-friendly and more intuitive. 
• Provide schedule information and route maps 
at more bus stops and at a height that can be 
read. 
• Provide shade trees, benches, and shelters at 
more bus stops. 
• Provide more weekend and night service on 
the F and CW Routes in Carrboro. 
• Consider whether service earlier in the morning 
is needed on some Carrboro routes. 
• Provide a direct connection to downtown Carr-
boro from the Smith Level Rd. area, which 
contains several high-density residential devel-
opments. 
• Expand fixed-route service to areas near Old 
NC 86, Homestead Rd., and Rogers Rd. in the 
northern portions of Carrboro. 
• Improve service on Estes Dr. in Carrboro. 
• Carefully consider whether transfer centers are 
needed in downtown Chapel Hill and/or 
downtown Carrboro, and involve the Town of 
Carrboro and the University in these decisions. 
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• Study the efficiency of existing routes; review 
the existing “loop” routes and the split-route 
system (where a stop is served by one route 
during the day and another route on nights and 
weekends) – shorter, more direct routes are 
preferable. 
• Consider better methods to measure boarding 
and alighting and more frequent measurement. 
• Investigate the need for additional park-and-
ride capacity near NC 54 West to accommo-
date the increasing number of commuters from 
Alamance County. 
• Continue to review and improve connections 
between Chapel Hill Transit, TTA, and DATA, 
including paratransit services. 
• Ensure that drivers are trained in securing 
wheelchairs of all varieties and sizes. 
• Work with neighboring jurisdictions and the 
legislative delegation to receive authorization 
for additional local revenue options to meet the 
needs of Chapel Hill Transit. 
• Continue to improve the marketing of the bus 
system. The existing logo and bus paint 
schemes have become dated; develop a catchy 
logo and sell branded Chapel Hill Transit para-
phernalia. 
• In consideration of Carrboro’s contribution to 
the transit system, consider creating one or 
more uniquely “Carrboro” buses that would 
feature paint designs and/or graphics depicting 
Carrboro (just as University logos and Caro-
lina-blue paint have been used on some Chapel 
Hill Transit buses). 
• Encourage businesses and other destinations 
(including those on campus) to consistently 
provide directions on how to reach the busi-
ness or destination by bus (in advertisements, 
on web sites, etc.).  
While Carrboro has not officially adopted a 
comprehensive plan, it has created other plans that 
apply throughout the Town. The Small Area Plan 
for the Northern Study Area presents several 
changes to the Town’s transit policy. The area 
consists of 3,787 acres in northern Carrboro, 
bordering Chapel Hill’s western boundary. The 
development of this area has significant impacts on 
both Towns’ transportation networks.  
Carrboro seeks to develop a comprehensive 
transportation plan for the study area rather than 
dealing with transportation issues in a piecemeal 
fashion. The main transportation goal for the study 
area is to “develop a network of facilities that 
provide safe and reasonably efficient movement of 
people within the Study Area itself, or to and from 
significant destinations outside of the Area.” 
Carrboro continues to endorse coherent, cost-
effective public transit service in order to 
discourage single-occupant vehicle travel and to 
reduce congestion on existing roads.  
Although there was no fixed-route transit service 
available in Carrboro’s Northern Area as of Fall 
2005, existing and future development result in the 
need for expanded transit service. The expected 
additional build-out population of the Carrboro 
Northern Area varies from 2,300 at a density of 1 
unit per acre to 13,800 at a density of 6 units per 
acre. This projected growth will have significant 
impacts on the entire transportation network, in-
cluding Chapel Hill Transit. 
In order to promote an efficient transit network, 
Carrboro’s plan encourages transit-friendly devel-
opment to increase ridership, reduce traffic conges-
tion and improve the cost-effectiveness of transit. 
The Plan suggests using high-density zoning cou-
pled with new transit service to maximize the use-
fulness of the transit system.  
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University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill  
In addition to its role as a funding, planning, and 
operating partner, the University strongly promotes 
and encourages use of Chapel Hill Transit to its 
students, faculty, and employees. Its representatives 
have expressed the following goals for Chapel Hill 
Transit during the planning period: 
• Continue to promote Chapel Hill Transit 
among the University population as a primary 
mode to and from campus. 
• Relocate bus stops to provide easy access to all 
buildings on campus. 
• Provide bus stop amenities to encourage rider-
ship, including more bus shelters, adequate 
lighting and proximate emergency call boxes. 
• Capture a higher level of potential riders 
through route modifications. 
• Accommodate shift workers and others on 
non-traditional schedules by offering expanded 
service hours, especially to park-and-ride lots. 
• Develop regional connections to capture areas 
of dense University population outside of 
Chapel Hill Transit’s current service area. 
• Continue to promote bike racks on buses pro-
gram to facilitate multimodal connections. 
In the spring of 1997, the University created the 
Transit and Parking Task Force, which sought to 
improve access to campus and transportation on 
campus and encourage alternatives to single-
occupancy vehicles. In May 1998, the Task Force 
published its Final Report establishing a framework 
for the University parking and transit system, 
emphasizing transportation demand management 
and increasing transit use to improve campus 
mobility.  
The Task Force recommended increasing transit 
use by providing additional or revised fixed routes. 
It also recommended providing incentives to make 
park-and-ride and transit options more attractive to 
commuters than a Main Campus parking permit. 
These recommendations included providing free 
transit to and from University and Town park-and-
ride lots, assessing the capacity of the park-and-ride 
lots to accommodate additional drivers and consid-
ering additional satellite lots with efficient and fre-
quent transit service.  
The University is also planning for the future 
development of the main campus and the Horace 
Williams property. The main campus development 
plans do not include an increase in parking avail-
ability, requiring alternative modes of transporta-
tion, including transit, to accommodate a larger 
share of daily trips. It is anticipated that while the 
main campus will experience additional develop-
ment during the planning period, the development 
of the Horace Williams property will occur over a 
longer timeframe. 
Other Transportation Providers 
In addition to the Chapel Hill Transit system, other 
transit providers serve residents and employees in 
the Chapel Hill-Carrboro area. 
Triangle Transit Authority (TTA) 
Triangle Transit Authority provides regional bus 
service to municipalities in Durham, Orange and 
Wake counties. Major destinations along its routes 
include Raleigh, Durham, Raleigh-Durham Interna-
tional Airport, Research Triangle Park, Chapel Hill, 
Hillsborough, Garner, Apex, and Cary.  
TTA provides service to Chapel Hill on various 
routes (Figure 1.14). The University, UNC Hospi-
tals, and downtown Chapel Hill have TTA service 
to Research Triangle Park, the New Hope Com-
mons shopping center, South Square Mall, Duke 
University and Medical Center, downtown Dur-
ham, and Hillsborough. From these routes, connec-
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tions to Apex, Cary, Garner and Raleigh can be 
made at the RTP Bus Center. Express routes con-
necting downtown Chapel Hill and the Eubanks 
Rd. park-and-ride lot with downtown Raleigh and 
Durham have been quite successful. 
Regional coordination and cooperation among 
transit agencies continues to be an issue. An effort 
to consolidate the Triangle’s transit services in 2003 
was unsuccessful. In the most recent approach, 
termed “seamless transit,” timed transfers are to be 
created between the routes operated by different 
agencies. 
University of North Carolina 
In addition to supporting Chapel Hill Transit, the 
University provides some transportation services 
directly for the hospitals, students, and employees.  
UNC Healthcare operates a limited transit service 
for its employees and visitors. Fare-free hospital 
shuttles provide transportation between UNC Hos-
pitals and nearby parking lots and hospital-related 
facilities. This shuttle system carried 672,617 pas-
sengers from January to December 2005 (Figure 
1.15). Together, the Ambulatory Care Center shut-
tle and parking deck people-movers carried 80 per-
cent of the passenger load. Another shuttle serves 
the Family Practice building and the Ronald 
McDonald House. 
Although designed to complement Chapel Hill 
Transit, the hospital shuttles may duplicate some 
services provided by Chapel Hill Transit. A more 
in-depth examination may be warranted to deter-
mine if cost savings could be achieved for either 
UNC Healthcare or Chapel Hill Transit by consoli-
dating some services. 
In addition to the hospital shuttles, the University 
operates a daytime Point-to-Point (P2P) system 
transporting employees and disabled students on a 
demand-responsive basis to off-campus destina-
tions. It also provides transportation for students to 
the Student Health Services building.  
During the academic year, the University operates 
the P2P Express Bus Monday through Saturday 
from 7 p.m. to 3 a.m. This fixed route acts as a late-
night campus/downtown circulator. Thursdays 
through Saturdays, the Safe Ride routes provided 
by Chapel Hill Transit complement the P2P Ex-
press by providing late-night service to off-campus 
areas. 
In Fall 2005, the University entered into a two-year 
contract with the Carolina Livery to provide ex-
press fixed-route service to a newly opened Univer-
sity park-and-ride lot in Chatham County. It is an-
ticipated that Chapel Hill Transit will assume op-
eration of this service at some time during the plan-
ning period for this plan. 
Orange Public Transportation  
Through Fall 2005, Orange Public Transportation 
(OPT) operated the Orange Express route with five 
trips each weekday, connecting Hillsborough to the 
Chapel Hill/Carrboro area. In a partnership with 
the Triangle Transit Authority, OPT began operat-
ing a streamlined version of this route in January 
2006. The revised route makes 11 trips per day. 
OPT also provides paratransit service for Orange 
County residents outside the municipal limits of 
Chapel Hill and Carrboro.  
Robertson Scholars Bus 
Operated under contract by Duke University Tran-
sit, the Robertson Scholars Bus (Duke/UNC Ex-
press Route) began serving both universities in Au-
gust 2001. Although its primary mission is to trans-
port students in the Robertson Scholars Program to 
classes on both campuses, it is free to all UNC and 
Duke students. 
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Figure 1.14: Triangle Transit Authority routes serving Chapel Hill (Fall 2005) 
The Robertson Scholars shuttle runs seven days a 
week, with only one stop on each campus: Duke 
Chapel Circle and UNC’s Morehead Planetarium. 
Monday through Friday, buses operate from 7:30 
a.m. to 7:30 p.m. on 30-minute headways, and until 
11 p.m. on 60-minute headways. On Saturdays, the 
shuttle runs every 60 minutes from 12:30 p.m. to 
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midnight. Sunday service is from 12:30 p.m. to 6 
p.m. with 60-minute headways. 
Durham Area Transit Authority  
The Durham Area Transit Authority (DATA) pro-
vides fixed-route bus and demand-responsive van 
services to the City of Durham. As of Fall 2005, 
Chapel Hill Transit did not directly connect to any 
DATA routes, but its D Route came within one 
mile of DATA’s Route 10. As the Chapel Hill and 
Durham areas continue to grow, coordination be-
tween DATA and Chapel Hill Transit may become 
more important. 
Private Services 
As of Fall 2005, one nearby apartment complex 
called The Verge operated its own express shuttle 
bus to the University. The complex is located in 
Durham County, approximately four miles from 
the University, and is not served by Chapel Hill 
Transit, but its apartments are marketed primarily 
to students. The shuttle is coordinated with class 
times but is not timed to connect with the Chapel 
Hill Transit system. As more outlying areas attract 
this type of development, the area may see more of 
these private, single-purpose shuttle services.  
Other Agencies 
The Chatham Transit Network offers transporta-
tion services to human services agencies and the 
general public in Chatham County. One of its 
routes serves Chapel Hill three times per day, arriv-
ing at UNC Hospitals at 8:30 a.m., noon, and 4 
p.m. Other stops are in Siler City, Pittsboro, and 
Cole Park, and passengers must call ahead to re-
serve a seat. 
Similarly, the Piedmont Authority for Regional 
Transportation operates a shuttle from Winston-
Salem and Greensboro to UNC Hospitals and the 
Duke University Medical Center. This route runs 
twice per day and is intended for patients needing 
to access the medical centers, but the general public 
may also ride for a fare. Trips must be scheduled in 
advance. 
Figure 1.15: UNC Hospitals Shuttle ridership, January-December 2005 
Source: UNC Hospitals 
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2.0   CURRENT NEEDS 
2.1   EVALUATION OF UNMET NEEDS 
Chapel Hill Transit strives to meet the transporta-
tion needs of the communities it serves. In order to 
identify those needs, the agency conducts passenger 
surveys and community transit forums and also 
considers unsolicited comments from the public 
and from transit employees. The following section 
summarizes the insights gained from these proc-
esses. To augment this assessment of needs, the 
chapter presents objective data in terms of rider-
ship, demographics, and land use. Service stan-
dards, used to measure performance and to suggest 
necessary changes, are also discussed. 
Public Transit Forums  
Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and the University conduct 
regular forums to obtain public input and com-
ments regarding transit service. Written comments, 
phone messages, and oral comments are all consid-
ered. Although these comments are useful, it 
should be noted that they represent a fairly small 
sample of transit users. 
Table 2.1 summarizes comments from the 2004, 
2005, and 2006 transit forums. The most common 
type of request in 2004 and 2005 was for new bus 
service, frequently in the northwestern portion of 
the service area around Homestead Rd. In 2006, 
that type of comment was topped by concerns 
about drivers not adhering to schedules, using cell 
phones while operating buses, and being discourte-
ous. Additional comments requested re-routed 
buses and schedule adjustments to link different 
areas at different times of day, improved access to 
bus stops, and better facilities at bus stops. EZ 
Rider users complained of scheduling problems and 
requested the addition of e-mail trip booking, al-
though this type of comment was less frequent in 
2006. Some comments indicated the need for more 
peak-hour buses. There were also many remarks 
praising the system for going and staying fare-free.  
Transit Rider Profile Survey 
An on-board survey of transit riders was conducted 
in 1997 as part of the development of the Triangle 
Regional Model. This survey included riders from 
Chapel Hill Transit, Durham Area Transit Author-
ity (DATA) and Triangle Transit Authority (TTA). 
Statistically reliable samples were taken from the 
riders of each transit system, providing a represen-
tative profile of the system's riders. In 2003, Chapel 
Hill Transit conducted a follow-up survey to update 
the data. 
In 1997, over 60 percent of Chapel Hill Transit 
passengers were choice riders—they had an auto-
mobile available to them to make their trips (Table 
2.2). In 2003, the percentage had fallen slightly, but 
was still over 50 percent. As shown in Table 2.2, 
Chapel Hill Transit carries a substantially greater 
proportion of choice riders than DATA or TTA. 
Because they have alternatives, choice riders tend to 
be more sensitive to service quality, such as head-
ways, comfort, and crowding, than captive riders. 
On the weekends, when service is greatly reduced, 
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Sources: 2004, 2005, and 2006 Transit Forums sponsored by the Carrboro 
Transportation Advisory Board and the Chapel Hill Transportation Board. 
Comment 2004 2005 2006
Improve driver training (schedule adherence, cell phone usage, and courtesy to 
passengers with disabilities)
9% 8% 14%
Add new weekday service (Homestead Rd, Lake Hogan Farms, Vineyard Square, 
Rogers Rd, link high schools with East Franklin and Carrboro, Carrboro evening 
loop, rail from Carrboro to Durham)
16% 23% 13%
Improve sidewalks, crosswalks, bike lanes, and/or access to bus stops 9% 8% 10%
Bus stop improvements: schedule/map information, shelters, benches, lighting, 
maintenance
3% 5% 8%
Reconfigure certain routes or adjust schedules 9% 3% 7%
Add more frequent weekend service or additional weekend routes 3% 3% 6%
Run peak-hour buses more frequently to alleviate overcrowding 16% 3% 5%
Later or more frequent evening service to specific areas 3% 8% 5%
EZ Rider problems (hard to book trips, add e-mail trip booking) 9% 13% 4%
Add more frequent service during midday 3% - 4%
Improve printed schedules 6% - 3%
Add Park-and-Ride spaces or new lots - - 3%
Later weekend service 3% 3% 2%
Add express versions of existing routes - - 2%
Redesign system to function for working people rather than only college students
- 3% 2%
Improve maintenance of buses - - 2%
Destination sign issues (convert all to bright LED displays; keep route letter on 
front sign at all times)
- - 2%
Improve marketing of the bus system and publicity of route changes 6% 3% 2%
Earlier weekend service - 5% 1%
Improve courtesy of telephone staff - - 1%
Install cameras on buses - - 1%
Charge fares - - 1%
Designate one lane on South Columbia Street as bus-only - - 1%
Add Saturday shared-ride service - - 1%
Increase the portion of taxes that go to transit by 10 percent - - 1%
Improve outreach to non-English-speakers - - 1%
Buy hybrid buses/use smaller buses on low-ridership routes to save fuel - 3% 1%
Expand EZ Rider hours of operation or hours when trips can be scheduled 3% 3% -
Add more art on buses - 3% -
Time transfers better (within Chapel Hill Transit) - 3% -
Make parking at shopping centers less convenient than riding the bus there - 3% -
Convert system to frequent service on major corridors with neighborhood feeders
- 3% -
Time Saturday routes to transfer with Triangle Transit Authority routes - 3% -
Total Comments 32 40 107
Percentage of Comments
Table 2.1: Transit Forum comment summary 
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Table 2.4: Boardings by access mode  
Access to Chapel Hill Transit  1997 2003 
 Walked 79.9% 78.7% 
 Drove and Parked 16.2 18.6 
 Transferred from another bus 2.7 1.4 
 Dropped off 0.9 0.8 
 Other 0.4 0.5 
 CHT DATA TTA 
Reason 1997 % 1997 % 1997 % 
 Do not have a car 9.0 44.4 28.8 
 Do not drive 6.4 31.1 19.0 
 Bus is economical 5.3 4.2 9.8 
 Other household person uses car 2.8 5.2 13.3 
 Avoid congestion 1.3 1.1 9.2 
 Bus is convenient 20.5 7.6 10.9 
 No convenient parking 46.9 0.6 2.7 
 Other 7.9 5.8 6.3 
Table 2.3: Boardings by reason  
CHT 
2003 % 
12.3 
7.7 
9.3 
1.8 
1.8 
22.1 
38.8 
6.2 
Table 2.5: Boardings by city 
City of Residence 1997 2003 
 Chapel Hill 63.9% 56.0% 
 Carrboro 19.6 20.0 
 Durham 6.9 8.0 
 Raleigh 1.3 2.0 
 Other 3.4 14.0 
Sources: Triangle Regional Model Survey, 1997, and Town of 
Chapel Hill Fall 2003 On-Board Rider Profile Survey Report of 
Findings, 2004. 
Sources: Triangle Regional Model Survey, 1997, and Town of 
Chapel Hill Fall 2003 On-Board Rider Profile Survey Report of 
Findings, 2004. 
Sources: Triangle Regional Model Survey, 1997, and Town of Chapel Hill Fall 2003 On-Board Rider 
Profile Survey Report of Findings, 2004. 
Sources: Triangle Regional Model Survey, 1997, and Town of Chapel Hill Fall 2003 On-Board 
Rider Profile Survey Report of Findings, 2004. 
 CHT Auto DATA Auto TTA Auto 
Auto Availability Availability % Availability % Availability % 
 A car is available (1997) 61.3 16.8 33.5 
 A car is available (2003) 57.3 NA NA 
Table 2.2: Boardings by auto availability 
 1997  1997 
Purpose A.M. % P.M. % 
 Home 3.0 64.8 
 Work 32.9 6.6 
 Shop/Errands 0.1 3.4 
 Personal business 1.6 5.0 
 Eat a meal 0.3 1.8 
 University/College 57.9 12.6 
 Other school 0.2 0.4 
 Other 4.1 5.5 
Table 2.6: Chapel Hill Transit boardings by purpose  
2003 
Total % 
28.3 
12.8 
3.8 
2.8 
4.4 
— 
1.1 
5.0 
 UNC — — 42.0 
Note: School categories were classified differently in 2003 than 
in 1997, and cannot be directly compared. Sources: Triangle 
Regional Model Survey, 1997, and Town of Chapel Hill Fall 2003 
On-Board Rider Profile Survey Report of Findings, 2004. 
the 2003 survey found that only 22.2% of riders 
had a motor vehicle available to them. 
Table 2.3 provides information on the reasons why 
transit riders used the service. Many choice riders 
would probably drive, were it not for restrictive 
parking policies on the University campus and in 
downtown Chapel Hill. Although the percentage of 
riders citing the lack of parking dropped substan-
tially from 1997 to 2003, these policies are essential 
to the continued growth 
in ridership. The rise in 
the proportion of re-
spondents choosing the 
bus because it is eco-
nomical likely reflects 
the transition to a fare-
free system in 2002. 
The majority of Chapel 
Hill Transit riders 
walked to access the bus 
stop (Table 2.4). From 
1997 to 2003, the per-
centage of respondents 
who had transferred 
from another bus de-
creased, and the percent-
age who had driven in-
creased. Most passengers reside in Chapel Hill, fol-
lowed by Carrboro, Durham, and other area cities 
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(Table 2.5). Compared to 1997, more riders in 2003 
lived outside the Chapel Hill Transit service area.  
Table 2.6 provides information on the purpose of 
transit trips for Chapel Hill Transit riders. In 2003, 
passengers reported a significantly lower propor-
tion of home and work trip destinations and a sig-
nificantly higher proportion of eat-a-meal and 
shopping trip destinations. 
Along with this objective data, the 2003 survey also 
collected opinions and comments about Chapel 
Hill Transit. Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of 
survey respondents who were satisfied or very satis-
fied with various aspects of service. Overall, 86.1 
percent of riders were satisfied with the overall ser-
vice. Respondents were most satisfied with feelings 
of personal safety and cleanliness of the buses, and 
riders felt comfortable with other passengers. By 
far, the aspect of service that received the lowest 
satisfaction ratings was the frequency of service. 
Just over half the respondents were satisfied with 
how often the buses come. The next least satisfac-
tory area of service was the availability of seating, 
indicating the beginning of a crowding problem, 
which has worsened since the survey was per-
formed. In order to meet current needs in both of 
these areas, Chapel Hill Transit will need to aug-
ment its existing peak-hour services. 
University Commuting Surveys 
The University conducts regular surveys of its stu-
dents and employees for the Transportation Man-
agement portion of its Development Plan. Survey 
data from 2001 and 2004, also discussed in Chapter 
1, indicate that transit’s mode share among both 
students and employees increased considerably fol-
lowing the implementation of the fare-free policy 
(Figure 2.2). The 2004 survey also revealed that 
52.3%
67.8%
73.4%
74.7%
77.2%
81.0%
81.8%
82.5%
84.7%
87.8%
88.2%
88.4%
86.1%
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
Frequency bus comes by the stop w here you w ould get on
Availability of seating 
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Routes go directly w here you need to go / no bus transfers
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Overall convenience of using bus
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Source: Town of Chapel Hill Fall 2003 On-Board Rider Profile Survey Report of Findings, 2004. 
Figure 2.1: Satisfaction with Chapel Hill Transit 
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many employees and students within the service 
area do not choose transit for the journey to work. 
The following statistics indicate that there is still 
room for growth. 
Among employees: 
• 39 percent live in Chapel Hill or Carrboro, but 
only 8 percent of all commuting employees use 
the bus to get to work directly from home; 
• 28 percent live within five miles of work; 
• 61 percent drive alone to work every day; and 
• 44 percent who live less than two miles from 
campus drive alone at least one day a week. 
Among commuting students: 
• 71 percent live in Chapel Hill or Carrboro, 
• 34 percent use the bus to get to campus di-
rectly from home, and  
• 70 percent live less than five miles from cam-
pus. 
Other University Needs 
As presented in Chapter 1, representatives of the 
University have articulated specific service im-
provements in which they are interested, including 
increased capacity, route modifications, and ex-
panded park-and-ride service. These concerns are 
presented below in more detail. 
Increased Capacity. A number of routes are cur-
rently overcrowded, especially during peak hours. 
This is a major issue for the University. Routes that 
are the most overcrowded include: U/RU, J, N/S, 
S, FCX, T and D. Overcrowding can be addressed 
by adding more buses to these routes during peak 
hours, or by using articulated buses with increased 
capacity. 
Route Modifications. As shown in Figures 2.3, 
2.4, and 2.5, some areas within the Chapel Hill 
Transit service area with significant populations of 
University-affiliated residents are currently outside 
the quarter-mile acceptable walking distance to a 
bus stop. For example, the Larkspur and Parkside 
developments in northwest Chapel Hill have rela-
tively dense employee populations, but the nearest 
bus routes are on Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
Also, the Fair Oaks and Bolin Forest neighbor-
hoods in northern Carrboro have high concentra-
tions of employees and students but are more than 
1/4 mile from the closest bus route.  
In terms of other route modifications, the Univer-
sity would benefit from having more service to the 
eastern part of North Campus, particularly for 
routes serving park-and-ride lots. Several routes use 
South Columbia and Pittsboro Streets to enter and 
exit the campus but do not serve the eastern side, 
and the University has received comments that the 
distance from bus stops on the western side of 
campus to University buildings on the eastern side 
makes for a long walk.  
Park-and-ride. As the University population con-
tinues to grow, and fewer members of the popula-
tion live in Chapel Hill and Carrboro, the impor-
tance of park-and-ride increases. University-related 
park-and-ride needs include adding more park-and-
0%
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40%
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60%
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Transit from Home Park-and-Ride
Figure 2.2: Increased transit use among University-
affiliated commuters 
Source: 2004 UNC Campus Commuting Survey, 2005. 
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ride spaces in high-demand corridors and improv-
ing the transit service from the park-and-ride lots to 
campus. Existing park-and-ride lots continue to 
have high occupancy levels, especially those along 
the NC 54 corridor. The University’s Development 
Plan Transportation Impact Analysis shows a high 
demand (1,000 spaces) for park-and-ride in the US 
15-501 corridor northeast of Chapel Hill. Over 
one-quarter of employee and student commuters 
reside in areas that are linked to Chapel Hill via this 
corridor. Due to the small size of the single park-
and-ride lot in this corridor, some of these com-
muters are traversing the Town to access other lots. 
There is also a need for expanded service hours to 
the park-and-ride lots to accommodate shift work-
ers and others with non-traditional schedules. For 
example, UNC Hospitals has noted a need for ser-
vice to park-and-ride lots until midnight to allow 
shift workers released at 11:30-11:45 p.m. to get 
back to their cars at the park-and-ride lots. Also, as 
previously noted, transit service to and from the 
park-and-ride lots during peak hours is over-
crowded on some routes.  
Other Comments. The University has compiled a 
list of comments and concerns from employees and 
students related to Chapel Hill Transit service. 
Comments in addition to those summarized above 
include the following: 
• Buses are frequently late. 
• More express routes are needed. 
• Work to make intersections, crosswalks and 
other street crossings safer for pedestrians, es-
pecially near high-volume bus stops. 
• Provide covered bike parking at bus stops. 
• The website should include a more accessible 
link for bus schedules. 
• Some buses sit with passengers at stops for 
long periods, especially at park-and-ride lots, 
where passengers get frustrated expecting an 
express service to work. The option of modify-
ing layover locations could be considered. 
• Some routes appear very circuitous to riders. 
A major focus of Chapel Hill Transit’s service has 
traditionally been to provide access to the Univer-
sity main campus for students and employees, 
whose residential locations can have a significant 
impact on existing and new transit services (see 
Figures 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5). In addition, changes in 
the travel behavior of existing employees and stu-
dents can also have an impact on transit services. 
Although some of the individuals represented in 
the figures may currently use on-campus parking, 
access to public transit services will become more 
important with changes in the availability and cost 
of parking. For those employees and students living 
outside the Chapel Hill Transit service area, access 
to park-and-ride facilities will be critical. 
There are several clusters of University employees 
and students living outside the quarter-mile buffer 
of existing fixed-route service: off NC 54 in Dur-
ham’s Falconbridge neighborhood, to the west of 
Carrboro and in the Carrboro Northern Transition 
area, and north of I-40 in the vicinity of Whitfield 
Rd. 
The University has examined similar place-of-
residence information for employees living outside 
the immediate Chapel Hill-Carrboro area. Figure 
2.6 illustrates the distribution of University employ-
ees within the larger Triangle region. Based on this 
distribution, the University estimated the direction 
of approach by those employees (Figure 2.7).  
The analysis found that the greatest percentage—
nearly 30 percent—lived northeast of Chapel Hill 
and use U.S. 15-501 and Erwin Rd. to access the 
Chapel Hill area. Another 27 percent of employees 
lived east or southeast of the Town, with the I-40/
NC 54 corridor providing primary access.  
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These maps suggest several possible transit im-
provements. Improved regional transit services will 
be important to provide direct transit access to the 
University from surrounding communities. Addi-
tional park-and-ride facilities are needed to meet 
current and future demand. Express bus service 
through neighborhoods with high densities of Uni-
versity students and employees could be provided 
to encourage greater use of transit services, particu-
larly during the peak periods. 
Ridership, Demographics, and Land Use 
Fixed-Route Ridership 
Between FY 1995-96 and FY 2004-05, fixed-route 
ridership rose from 2,493,034 to 5,709,982 (Figure 
2.8). Figures 2.9 and 2.10 provide annual and daily 
ridership numbers for individual routes from FY 
2001-02 through 2004-05. Of the weekday fixed 
routes, the D, FCX, J, NS, S, and U routes each 
carried over 300,000 riders in FY 2004-05. 
Fall 2005 weekday bus boardings were distributed 
across the service area as shown in Figure 2.11. The 
highest-ridership stops are on the University cam-
pus, at park-and-ride lots, near high-density resi-
dential areas, and at other activity centers such as 
University Mall.  
Table A.1 (Appendix A) compares stop-level 
boardings with data from previous surveys in 2002 
and 2003. It should be noted that longitudinal com-
parisons are difficult because of variations in the 
execution of surveys over the years. With this in 
Figure 2.7: Proportion of University employees by commuting corridor, 2005. 
Source: The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Annual Development Plan Report on Transportation, 2006 
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mind, however, there are certain 
areas that experienced signifi-
cant changes in ridership since 
the previous survey. One exam-
ple is the F Parking lot, which 
had 274 more boardings among 
its two stops in 2005 than in 
2003. This increase is likely due 
to new graduate-student hous-
ing nearby. 
In addition to looking at rider-
ship by stop, it is instructive to 
examine it throughout the day 
(Figure 2.12). The system ex-
periences significant morning 
and afternoon peaks with over 
2,500 riders per hour. Between 
these peaks, midday ridership 
hovers between 1,000 and 1,500 riders per hour. 
This figure also shows a measure of service supply 
Figure 2.13 breaks out ridership by month of the 
year, showing that it drops during periods when the 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit. Note: Persistent problems with the electronic fareboxes used 
to record ridership on each bus may have reduced the accuracy of ridership reports.  
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Figure 2.8: Chapel Hill Transit ridership, FY 1995-96 to FY 2004-05. 
University is not in session. Figure A.1 (Appendix 
A) gives route-level ridership by hour of the day. 
Service Hours 
In FY 2004-05, Chapel Hill Transit provided about 
560 weekday service hours during full-service peri-
Figure 2.9: Annual ridership by route, FY 2001-02 to 2004-05 (CM and CW data were combined in some years) 
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Figure 2.10: Daily ridership by route, FY 2001-02 to 2004-05 (data from October of each year) 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
ods. The graph in Figure 2.14 shows that full-
service weekday vehicle revenue hours have experi-
enced a significant increase from FY 1997-98 to FY 
2004-05, rising by over 50 percent. The leveling off 
of service hours in FY 2004-05 likely reflects limita-
tions imposed by fleet size and budgetary con-
straints. 
Service Standards 
Performance measures indicate the quality of ser-
vice provided by the public transit system. These 
indicators provide a means to evaluate and monitor 
service by setting certain standards for achieve-
ment. To ensure that the system strikes a balance 
between quality and cost, Chapel Hill Transit’s per-
formance measures include both fixed-route and 
demand-responsive service standards and financial 
cost-benefit analyses.  
Both quantitative and qualitative standards are used 
to measure service performance. The following 
sections address how well Chapel Hill Transit 
meets the following fixed-route service standards, 
adopted by the Chapel Hill Town Council in the 
early 1980s: 
1. 90 percent of all service area households will be 
within a quarter-mile of a transit stop; 
2. Peak-hour headways will be no greater than 30 
minutes, and off-peak headways, 60 minutes; 
3. Productivity (passengers per service hour) for 
each route will be greater than half the system’s 
overall productivity; 
4. 95 percent of all trips will operate within 5 
minutes of their scheduled time; and 
5. Fixed-route buses will maintain an average of 
35,000 miles between preventable accidents 
and 25,000 miles between vehicle road calls. 
Geographic Coverage  
The Chapel Hill Transit fixed-route service area 
includes the municipal limits of Chapel Hill and 
Carrboro. As a rule of thumb, planners often as-
sume that passengers are willing to walk up to 1/4 
mile to access a bus stop, so areas within a quarter-
mile of existing fixed-route bus stops are consid-
ered to be served by public transit. The first fixed-
route service standard calls for 90 percent of all service 
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Figure 2.11: Boardings by bus stop, Fall 2005 
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Figure 2.12: Ridership and service hours by time of day, Fall 2005. Service hours can be defined as the num-
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(Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 2006) 
area households to be within a quarter-mile of a transit stop. 
For neighborhoods within Chapel Hill that are not 
served by fixed routes, Shared Ride Feeder 
paratransit service is provided to the closest bus 
stop.  
Unfortunately, it is very difficult to obtain the data 
(exact locations of all area households) necessary to 
verify the system’s compliance with this service 
standard. Another problem is that current proce-
dures use direct (as-the-crow-flies) distances, failing 
to account for network distances (the actual distance a 
passenger must walk along the road and sidewalk 
network). In areas where the street network is dis-
connected and dendritic, network distances may be 
significantly longer than direct distances. If the 
agency continues to use this service standard, it may 
be beneficial to investigate how to measure compli-
ance. 
Alternatively, the service standard might be refined 
to reflect the types of land uses that support transit. 
Transit service is most productive where densities 
are relatively high and where land uses are mixed, 
so a revised service standard could take either zon-
ing classifications or current land uses into account. 
This data is more readily available than individual 
household locations.  
Nevertheless, Figure 2.15 shows the fall 2005 week-
day fixed routes and quarter-mile buffers around all 
bus stops. This map, often used as evidence that the 
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Figure 2.14: System-wide service (revenue) hours for a Full Service weekday, FY 1997-98 through 2004-05 
0
100
200
300
400
500
600
1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05
Fiscal Year
Ve
hi
cl
e 
R
ev
en
ue
 H
ou
rs
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
Figure 2.13: Fixed-route monthly ridership trends, FY 2001-02 to 2004-05 
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transit system is substantially meeting the geo-
graphic coverage service standard, may be some-
what misleading. As Figures 2.16, 2.17, and 2.18 
illustrate, the actual geographic coverage depends 
on the time of day. Peak-period service reaches 
most areas. At midday, the most noticeable change 
is the lack of service to the area around Chapel Hill 
High School. After daytime routes end, usually be-
tween 6 and 7 p.m., coverage decreases further. 
Another caveat is that some of the routes shown do 
not meet frequency standards, discussed in the next 
section. 
Trip Frequency  
Chapel Hill’s trip frequency standard designates 
that peak-hour headways will be no greater than 30 min-
utes, and off-peak headways, 60 minutes. A headway is 
the scheduled time interval between two buses trav-
eling in the same direction on the same route. For 
example, on a route with a headway of 15 minutes, 
a bus will pass each bus stop on the route every 15 
minutes.  
Table 2.7 summarizes the headways for all weekday 
routes (evening and weekend routes are addressed 
at the end of this chapter). Many routes in the 
Chapel Hill transit system operate on variable or 
uneven headways, meaning that the wait between 
buses at a given stop can vary from one trip to the 
next. For these routes, Table 2.7 shows the shortest 
and longest headways within the given time period. 
Here, the morning peak period is considered to be 
from 7:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m., and the afternoon peak 
period is considered to be from 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 
p.m. The midday period is from 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 
p.m. During peak periods in Fall 2005, the CL, CM, 
CW, F, G, N, T, and V Routes, along with a por-
tion of the A Route, had at least one headway 
longer than the current 30-minute service standard. 
These routes are shown in Figure 2.19. Seven 
routes—FCX, HU, J, JFX, S, RU and U—had 
peak-hour headways of 15 minutes or less, provid-
ing relatively frequent service. The M shuttle did 
not operate in the peak.  
The operation of variable headways results in times 
when some routes experience longer waits between 
buses than the service standard allows. In Fall 2005, 
many routes that missed the 30-minute standard on 
at least one peak-hour trip also met the standard on 
at least one trip. Standardized headways with clock-
face schedules, in which the bus arrives at the same 
times past each hour, would greatly improve the 
comprehensibility of the system to new riders. 
During midday service, the A and V routes, shown 
in Figure 2.20, have headways longer than the 60-
minute off-peak maximum. The CL, CPX, FCX, 
HS, and JFX routes also fail to meet the off-peak 
service standard because they do not operate during 
parts of the midday period. Three of the eight eve-
ning routes—D, TG, and V—do not meet the 60-
minute off-peak service standard. Many other 
routes do not offer service after 8 p.m. 
An interesting way to visualize the transit system’s 
service supply is shown in Figures 2.21 and 2.22. 
Line widths in each map correspond to the average 
number of buses per hour on route segments for 
the peak and midday periods, respectively, for Fall 
2005. Express buses are included only for segments 
on which they make stops. These figures show that 
the system provides the most capacity on corridors 
radiating out from the University and downtown 
areas. If all the buses on these corridors were 
spaced out evenly, fairly high-frequency service, 
often with headways of under 10 minutes, could be 
achieved.  
Although 30-minute peak and 60-minute off-peak 
headways are the current service standards, more 
frequent service, particularly during peak hours, is 
essential for attracting new riders. More frequent 
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Figure 2.15: Quarter-mile buffers of all bus stops, Fall 2005 
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Figure 2.16: Quarter-mile buffers of peak-period bus stops, Fall 2005 
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Figure 2.17: Quarter-mile buffers of midday bus stops, Fall 2005 
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Figure 2.18: Quarter-mile buffers of evening bus stops (routes operating through 9:00 p.m.), Fall 2005. 
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service would also help to alleviate overcrowding in 
order to retain current riders. A revised service 
standard of 15-minute headways during the peak 
and 30 minutes during off-peak periods should be 
considered in the future. Of course, meeting such a 
standard would have considerable cost impacts.  
Productivity  
Measures of productivity indicate how efficiently 
the system allocates its resources to meet passenger 
demand. A commonly accepted unit of measure-
ment for transit productivity is the 
number of passengers per service 
hour.  
Chapel Hill’s productivity service 
standard states that passengers per 
service hour on each route will be greater 
than half of the system-wide average. Any 
route falling below this benchmark 
is a candidate for modification, 
which could include increasing ser-
vice frequency to increase rider-
ship, decreasing service hours or 
route length to improve efficiency, 
or elimination of the route. 
The system-wide average fixed-
route productivity has fluctuated, 
but rose from approximately 29 
passengers per hour in FY 1995-96 
to 37 in FY 2004-05 (Figure 2.23). 
A majority of routes increased in 
productivity between FY 2001-02 
and FY 2004-05 (Figure 2.24). 
Figure 2.25 compares productivity 
across individual routes for FY 
2004-05. The system-wide half-
average, which becomes the mini-
mum service standard, was 18.47 
passengers per hour, shown as a red line in the fig-
ure. The only route not meeting this standard was 
the HS Route, although the M Shuttle and G Route 
were close. Possible changes to these and other 
routes are discussed later in this chapter and in Ap-
pendix B.  
The goal of achieving high productivity for all 
routes must be balanced with social goals, such as 
equity. For example, a route with low productivity 
might serve a neighborhood with a high concentra-
tion of a disadvantaged group, such as minorities, 
Table 2.7: Weekday fixed-route headways, Fall 2005.  
A red background indicates failure to meet peak headway service 
standards. A yellow background indicates failure to meet midday or 
evening headway service standards. Where two values are shown, 
they indicate the shortest and longest headways during the period. 
Route A.M. Peak Midday P.M. Peak Evening 
A 15/45 20/80 20/45 — 
CM 45/50 45/50 50 50 
CW 15/40 30/60 25/35 50 
CL 51/60 — 60 — 
CPX 15/30 — 15/30 — 
D 20 20/40 20 65 
F 10/31 40/50 25/35 — 
FCX 5/10 30/— 5/15 — 
G 15/60 55 25/50 — 
HS 30 — 30 — 
HU 10 30/32 5/15 30 
J 15 15/20 15 60 
JFX 15 — 15 — 
M — 45 — — 
N 15/35 50 15/35 — 
NS 5/30 30/50 10/20 — 
NU 20 20 20 40 
S 10/15 10/20 10/15 — 
T 25/35 35/60 35 — 
TG — — — 95 
U 15 15 15 — 
RU 15 15 15 — 
V 30/44 30/74 30/44 74 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit, 2005 
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Figure 2.19: Routes not meeting service standards for peak-period frequency on at least one trip, Fall 2005.  
the elderly, or those with mobility impairments. 
Eliminating such a route might cause unacceptable 
negative social consequences. In order to formally 
address this issue, Chapel Hill Transit may wish to 
consider adding a social equity service standard. 
Capacity 
Vehicle capacity is related to productivity and route 
design. No matter how many service hours or miles 
are provided, there is a ceiling on how many pas-
sengers per hour or mile each route can carry at any 
given moment. An acceptable passenger load stan-
dard evaluates the ability of the fixed-route system 
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Figure 2.20: Midday routes not meeting service standards for off-
peak frequency, Fall 2005.  
to accommodate demand at high-volume bus stops 
while providing comfortable rides for passengers.  
The Town has not adopted a service standard re-
garding acceptable passenger loads. However, an 
operational goal of Chapel Hill Transit is for the 
number of standing passengers to be no greater 
than one-half the seating capacity on any particular 
bus. Since each full-length bus has 34 seats, this 
translates to an occupancy limit of 51 passengers 
per bus at any given time. Practically speaking, this 
is roughly the point at which a bus begins to feel 
uncomfortably crowded for most passengers and 
drivers, leading to potential safety concerns.  
Overcrowded buses are a significant 
problem on many Chapel Hill Transit 
routes. Figures 2.26 and 2.27 use data 
from Fall 2005 to indicate which 
routes experience overcrowding. In 
these figures, each block of a route is 
shown—that is, each bus that runs on 
each route. For example, three buses 
operate on the A route, so there are 
three bars marked “A,” one for each 
bus. Each bar’s height represents the 
number of people on that bus at its 
most crowded time. Figure 2.26 is 
limited to the 7 to 9 a.m. morning 
peak period, which is often the busiest 
time of day (see also Figure 2.12). Fig-
ure 2.27 gives the peak load through-
out the entire day. One block of a 
given route may experience over-
crowding while another block of the 
same route does not because of tim-
ing. If one block happens to arrive at 
campus just before the start of classes 
and work shifts, it will be more 
crowded than a block that arrives 
mid-class or mid-shift.  
In the mornings, buses serving the D, FCX, HU, J, 
RU, and T Routes were over capacity; some of 
these buses probably left passengers at stops after 
filling up. Over the course of a day, only a handful 
of buses never saw all their seats filled, and more 
than half of the routes had at least one bus that 
reached capacity. This indicates that there is a cur-
rent need for more capacity in the system. 
When recurrent overloading is identified along spe-
cific route segments, Chapel Hill Transit schedules 
trippers to accommodate the excess demand. Trip-
pers are extra buses assigned on a temporary basis 
to increase capacity along certain route segments, 
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Figure 2.21: Peak service supply, Fall 2005. Line widths in this map correspond to the average number of 
buses per hour, along each route segment, for the time period from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.  
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Figure 2.22: Midday service supply, Fall 2005. Line widths in this map correspond to the average number of 
buses per hour, along each route segment, for the time period from 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.  
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Figure 2.24: Hourly productivity change by route, FY 2001-02 through 2004-05  
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Figure 2.23: System-wide fixed-route productivity, FY 1995-96 through 2004-05 
usually during the peak hours. They are usually 
scheduled to serve stops three minutes before the 
regularly scheduled, overcrowded bus, which allows 
the regular bus to accommodate overflow passen-
gers without getting behind schedule if the tripper 
reaches capacity. The drawback to this method is 
that passengers arriving at a stop may see the trip-
per departing and assume that it was the regular 
bus. They may be confused about the bus leaving 
early or may assume that they missed their bus. 
Publishing tripper schedules might help with this 
situation. However, trippers are reassigned regularly 
according to changes in demand, and if a large 
number of buses are down for maintenance on a 
2-28 2  CURRENT NEEDS 
FY 2006-07 - 2010-11 SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  
CHAPEL HILL TRANSIT 
31.0 31.6 31.0 31.6
45.3
40.5
26.2
44.1
21.8
9.3
36.3
46.1
31.7
19.8
41.5
69.2
39.5
32.8
54.4
38.6
63.2
27.3
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
A
C
M
C
W C
L
C
P
X D F
FC
X G H
S
H
U J
JF
X M N N
S
N
U
R
U S T U V
Route
R
id
er
s 
pe
r H
ou
r
Riders Per Hour Service Standard (18.47)
Figure 2.25: Individual route productivity, FY 2004-05.  
Note: This figure includes all weekday operating hours, so routes that run in the evenings when passenger 
demand is less may have higher daytime productivity levels than shown. 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
given day, some trippers may be cancelled. For 
these reasons, the tripper schedules cannot be pub-
lished. One alternative could be publicizing the 
tripper procedure to passengers. 
During Fall 2005, trippers were routinely assigned 
to the CM, D, J, NS and S routes, with more trip-
pers needed in the morning peak than in the after-
noon. This type of persistent overloading should 
result in additional capacity being permanently allo-
cated to a route. 
The capacity of park-and-ride lots should also be 
considered. Table 2.8 provides information on the 
capacity and usage of each park-and-ride lot from 
2001 through 2005, based on surveys conducted by 
the University. As of Fall 2005, anecdotal reports 
indicated that some lots were frequently full before 
the end of the morning peak period. Additionally, 
the placement and capacity of park-and-ride lots 
may induce some degree of cross-town commuting. 
For example, many commuters enter the service 
area on U.S. 15-501 from Durham, but that corri-
dor had only one small University-operated lot in 
Fall 2005. As a result, most of these commuters 
used the lots in the NC 54 east corridor, which 
filled up quickly. Commuters frustrated by the lack 
of spaces in the NC-54 lots may then traverse the 
towns to park in the Jones Ferry Rd. lot to the 
southwest, which rarely fills up. 
Park-and-ride lots with excess capacity in Fall 2005 
were the Chatham County lot, which is restricted to 
those with University permits, and the Town lots at 
Figure 2.26: Morning peak load by block. Note that the HS Route uses a mini-bus with a smaller capacity. (Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 2006.)
Morning Peak Load (7 to 9 a.m.), Fall 2005
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Figure 2.27:  All-day peak load by block. Note that the HS and M Routes use mini-buses with smaller capacities. (Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 2006.)
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Table 2.8: Capacity and use of park-and-ride and satellite parking lots, Fall 2001 through Fall 2005. Univer-
sity lots require one of the following permits: Commuter Alternatives Program (CAP), available free of charge 
to employees and commuting students who do not own other campus parking permits; HCAP, for CAP partici-
pants employed at UNC Hospitals; and a storage permit that provides long-term satellite parking for students 
living on campus. Town lots do not require permits except for overnight parking. 
Sources: University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Annual Development Plan Report on Transportation, 2006, and the Town of Chapel 
Hill, 2005. 
Park-and-Ride Lot Name  Owner/Permit  
Capacity 
(Fall 2005) 
Utilization 
Fall 2001 Fall 2003 Fall 2005 
Carrboro Plaza Town/None 137 155 115 129 
Chatham  UNC/CAP 550 - - 123 
Friday Center UNC/CAP 871 - 875 890 
Franklin St/Masonic Lodge UNC/CAP 95 95 95 94 
Eubanks Rd. Town/None 395 140 119 253 
Hedrick Building/PH Lot UNC/HCAP 230 230 230 211 
Jones Ferry Rd. Town/None 435 - 205 259 
NC 54 Town/None 541 550 526 541 
P Lot/Estes Commuter Lot UNC/CAP 318* 220 138 318 
PR Lot (student storage only) UNC/Storage 1,150 Not surveyed 
Southern Village Town/None 385 280 355 376 
5,107 1670 2658 3194 TOTALS  
* This was the P Lot’s capacity before construction began to reduce the number of spaces available. 
Eubanks Rd. and Jones Ferry Rd. As discussed in 
Chapter 3, however, the University plans to close 
or drastically reduce the spaces available in the P 
Lot on Estes Dr. The 300 vehicles that park there 
would then most likely use the Eubanks Rd. lot, 
sending it considerably over capacity.  
Reliability  
Passengers expect reliable service that accurately 
follows the time schedule so they can organize their 
trips and plan their days accordingly. Therefore, the 
Town’s service standard calls for 95 percent of all 
fixed-route trips to arrive within 5 minutes of their scheduled 
time. 
On-time performance is measured randomly by 
transit supervisors comparing actual arrival times 
for specific routes against the published schedule. 
A bus is considered “on-time” if it departs from a 
time point no earlier than the published time and 
no later than five minutes afterwards.  
In a 2002 study conducted by students at the Uni-
versity Department of Biostatistics, only 83 percent 
of all buses sampled arrived at their stops within 
five minutes of their published schedule times. 
Buses in peak hours (91 percent) were on-time 
more often than in off-peak hours (70 percent); 
however, both groups failed to meet the town’s 
service standard for reliability. 
2-32 2  CURRENT NEEDS 
FY 2006-07 - 2010-11 SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  
CHAPEL HILL TRANSIT 
The transit agency is implementing an automated 
vehicle location system, which monitors where each 
bus is at any given time. This should allow easy 
compilation of data regarding on-time perform-
ance. 
Safety and Maintenance 
To hold down insurance costs and increase passen-
ger confidence in the transit system, the Town has 
standards setting acceptable rates for crashes and 
emergency repairs involving transit vehicles. The 
standards require that each bus operate a minimum 
of 35,000 miles between preventable accidents and 
25,000 miles between vehicle road calls. These 
benchmarks attempt to ensure that drivers follow 
traffic laws while on the road and that maintenance 
is performed thoroughly on a regular basis.  
Another measure of driver safety is the number of 
hours that each driver works between preventable 
accidents. As shown in Figures 2.28 and 2.29, 
Chapel Hill Transit has performed adequately in 
these areas in recent years. However, the number of 
miles between preventable accidents decreased 
from FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05; if this trend 
continues, the agency will fail to meet its safety 
standard. 
It is difficult to obtain quantitative data related to 
maintenance issues. A maintenance supervisor at 
Chapel Hill Transit noted that the number of spare 
buses means very little when the system does not 
have enough maintenance personnel to keep the 
buses running. The supervisor noted that, although 
Chapel Hill Transit has 50 more buses than the 
system had 20 years ago, it has only one more 
maintenance employee. Additionally, it has become 
more difficult to get replacement parts, because the 
bus manufacturers no longer sell them; they only 
sell whole buses. In 2005, Chapel Hill Transit insti-
tuted three split maintenance shifts so that work 
could be done around-the-clock, but more mainte-
nance employees may still be needed. Ideally, regu-
lar preventive maintenance would occur in addition 
to any unscheduled repairs. However, without 
enough maintenance resources, preventive mainte-
nance may get dropped because immediate repair 
needs are more pressing. In the end, this often ends 
up costing more than performing preventive main-
tenance.  
Cost 
The operating cost of Chapel Hill Transit for FY 
2004-05 was $10,220,422, down slightly from the 
previous year and up slightly from FY 2002-03. In 
FY 2004-05, the average cost of each passenger trip 
was $1.77. This is somewhat below the cost per trip 
of the previous two fiscal years, reflecting increased 
ridership and a service supply that did not increase. 
Chapter 4 discusses costs in more detail. 
Demand-Responsive Ridership and Service 
Standards 
Between FY 1995-96 and FY 2002-03, annual rider-
ship on demand-responsive services showed no 
significant growth (Figure 2.30), but it rose from 
FY 2002-03 through FY 2004-05. Because Evening 
and Sunday shared-ride services may share vehicles 
with EZ Rider, the two cannot be separated, but 
dispatchers confirm that EZ Rider accounts for a 
majority of these trips. Weekday Shared Ride 
Feeder Service ridership has grown slightly. 
In 1983, the Chapel Hill Town Council adopted the 
following service standards for the EZ Rider 
paratransit service: 
1. Coverage and Service Hours: Service will be 
available to any pre-certified, eligible patron 
within Chapel Hill and Carrboro. Hours of 
service will be 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. weekdays. 
Evening and Sunday service will be covered by 
Shared Ride service. 
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Figure 2.29: Transit safety (average number of miles between 
preventable accidents), FY 2001-02 through 2004-05 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
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Figure 2.28: Transit mechanical reliability (average number of 
miles between road calls due to mechanical problems), FY 
2001-02 through 2004-05 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
[Note: The Federal Americans with 
Disabilities Act requires transit authorities 
to provide appropriate transportation 
services to all disabled people within 0.75 
miles of local fixed-route service. In addi-
tion, paratransit services must be compara-
ble to fixed-route services. Therefore, EZ 
Rider has been modified to run weekdays 
from 6:15 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. and on 
Saturdays from 8:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.] 
2. Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicles will 
carry a maximum passenger load 
equal to or less than the seating 
capacity. No passenger will be stand-
ing during a trip. 
3. Passenger Cost: Fare will be equal to 
adult fare for fixed-route service. 
Full-fare passes will be required. 
Discount passes may be used if the 
difference for the adult fare is paid 
in cash. 
[Note: Chapel Hill Transit fixed-route 
service became fare-free on January 1, 
2002. Weekday Shared Ride and all EZ 
Rider service is also fare-free. Evening and 
weekend Shared Ride service requires 
advance purchase of tickets.] 
4. Responsiveness: Depending on 
when the request is made, trips will 
be fulfilled within these parameters: 
• 99% of all trips with 24-hour 
prior notice; 
• 98% of all trips with 2-hour prior notice; 
and 
• 97% of all trips requested. 
Trips will be completed within 30 minutes of 
an appointment or 60 minutes for an errand 
(i.e. shopping, banking, entertainment). 
5. Dependability: Vehicles will arrive within 5 
minutes of scheduled pick-up time for at least 
80 percent of all trips. Average of all pick-ups 
will not exceed 5 minutes late. 
6. Directness of Service: Ridesharing will be 
maximized in order to minimize the cost of 
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Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
0
10000
20000
30000
40000
50000
60000
70000
80000
1995-
96
1996-
97
1997-
98
1998-
99
1999-
00
2000-
01
2001-
02
2002-
03
2003-
04
2004-
05
Fiscal Year
R
id
er
sh
ip
EZ Rider and Evening/Sunday Shared Ride Weekday Shared Ride Feeder Service
Figure 2.30: Demand-responsive ridership, FY 1995-96 to FY 2004-05. Note: EZ Rider totals include Evening 
and Sunday Shared Ride services. 
service. If applicable, travel time will not 
exceed 125 percent of the travel time required 
to make the same trip by fixed-route service. 
Average trip travel time will not exceed 15 
minutes. 
7. Monitoring Performance: Service changes will 
be recommended to the Transportation Board 
and Town Council if any of the above 
standards are consistently not being met over 
any quarterly operations period. 
 
Chapel Hill Transit tracks the performance of the 
demand-responsive system, particularly the EZ 
Rider service, on a quarterly basis. Figure 2.31 
provides information on EZ Rider and Shared Ride 
Feeder on-time performance during the last quarter 
of FY 2004-05. From this data, it is difficult to de-
termine whether the EZ Rider system meets the 
five-minute dependability standard, but it appears 
to perform reasonably well. While FY 2004-05 data 
was unavailable on trip-refusal rates, past data indi-
cated satisfactory service. However, EZ Rider took 
an estimated average of 17.4 minutes to complete 
requested trips in FY 2004-05, exceeding the stan-
dard of 15 minutes for directness of service. That 
standard may need to be revised to reflect changes 
in traffic and trip-making conditions since 1983. 
Figure 2.32 shows the change in demand-
responsive ridership and service hours, including 
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both EZ Rider and Shared Ride, from FY 1995-96 
through FY 2004-05. Over this period, demand-
responsive operating hours increased to meet 
increasing ridership and to complement extended 
hours of fixed-route operation. 
The productivity of demand-responsive service 
fluctuated over the same time frame (Figure 2.33). 
A general decline in productivity began to be re-
versed in FY 2002-03. Since November 2003, the 
system has used a computer scheduling system 
called Stratagen. Chapel Hill Transit administrators 
say that it has worked well, but dispatchers say that 
it has been less satisfactory than planning trips 
manually. More importantly, passengers have com-
plained that the software often schedules trips to be 
completed in too little time, putting additional pres-
sure on the drivers to keep to their schedules. Be-
cause of these discrepancies, the agency should 
consider conducting a more thorough review and 
evaluation of this computer scheduling sys-
tem. 
Because demand-responsive ridership and 
service hours include both EZ Rider and 
Shared Ride, and because EZ Rider vehicles 
also pick up Shared Ride passengers, it is 
difficult to determine the productivity of the 
EZ Rider or Shared Ride components 
individually. A possible reason for the long-
term decline in productivity of demand-
responsive services could be the expansion of 
fixed-route service. As fixed routes add 
coverage or hours of operation, the number 
of people eligible for demand-responsive ser-
vices decreases. The major expansion of 
Shared Ride Feeder Service into Carrboro in 
FY 2005-06 should be examined in the future. 
Beyond these comments, this plan does not 
present further improvements for the de-
mand-responsive service. The national Transit 
Cooperative Research Program is engaged in 
a project called the Guidebook for Measuring, 
Assessing, and Improving Performance of 
Demand-Response Transportation, to be 
completed in 2007. This may provide helpful 
information on more quantitative measures, 
but managers should continue to work on 
improving the performance of the EZ Rider 
and Shared Ride systems in the interim. 
Shared Ride Feeder Service
On Time
88%
Early
11%
Over 30 minutes late
0%
16-30 minutes late
0%
1-15 minutes late
6%
EZ Rider
On Time
76%
Early
16%
Over 30 minutes late
1%
16-30 minutes late
1%
1-15 minutes late
6%
Figure 2.31: Demand-response on-time performance. Data 
are for the fourth quarter of FY 2004-05 only; that is, April 
1 through June 30, 2005. Unlike early departures of fixed-
route buses, early demand-responsive pick-ups are consid-
ered acceptable. “On Time” is a 20-minute window around 
the scheduled pickup time. All “late” times begin after this 
20-minute window expires. 
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Figure 2.33: Demand responsive productivity, FY 1995-96 through 2004-05 
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Figure 2.32: Demand responsive ridership and service hours, FY 1995-96 through 2004-05 
Source: Chapel Hill Transit 
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2.2   SOLUTIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
This section presents possible improvements to 
meet the needs discussed in this chapter. If Chapel 
Hill Transit could meet all of these needs in the 
first year of the planning period, few additional 
changes would need to be made before 2010. Real-
istically, fiscal constraints will make it necessary to 
select which improve-
ments to pursue. Chapter 
5 recommends improve-
ments based on costs and 
benefits. 
Three general types of 
routes are discussed. The 
first type serves mostly 
low-density residential 
neighborhoods on rela-
tively long headways, up 
to every 30 minutes in the 
peak and every 60 minutes 
off-peak. The next type 
serves higher-density cor-
ridors with ridership mer-
iting peak headways of 10 to 15 minutes and up to 
30 minutes off-peak. The final type of route is the 
park-and-ride, which should also have peak head-
ways of 10 to 15 minutes and relatively direct ser-
vice to the University.  
Instead of making all park-and-ride routes run as 
express buses, it makes sense to examine travel 
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message signs with real-time information on bus 
arrivals. Shelters can vary in size and design but 
generally provide a covered waiting area, walls to 
block wind or rain, and seating. Bus stops may also 
have other places for waiting passengers to sit, in-
cluding benches or low walls. 
As of Fall 2005, there were some shelters and 
benches in the service area that were not along a 
bus route. These were either installed by developers 
or abandoned by Chapel Hill Transit when service 
changes occurred in the past. Even along bus 
routes, some benches and shelters lie on the wrong 
side of the road or were not moved when bus stop 
signs were adjusted along the route, rendering them 
useless. Other facilities are not located where de-
mand is high. In Fall 2005, the bus stop at the Carr-
boro post office, which has a shelter, saw only 4 
boardings per day, while other stops with hundreds 
of boardings were unsheltered.  
A good rule of thumb is that bus stops with over 
50 boardings per day should be considered for shel-
ters. Facilities data from 2002 and boarding data 
from Fall 2005 show that many popular stops lack 
benches and shelters. Figure 2.34 and Table 2.9 
identify the 44 unsheltered stops that had 50 or 
more boardings per day. Existing shelters and 
benches not served by current routes could be relo-
cated to bus stops where they are needed.  
Additional upgrades include posting bus schedules 
at all stops. Ideally, this would be done in an organ-
ized and visually pleasing manner, with schedules 
printed precisely for that purpose, instead of the 
current practice of taping up laminated pages from 
the route guide. In addition to the schedules, a map 
of the entire bus system should be posted at each 
stop. The map should be to-scale with the bus 
routes highlighted. Once a new service year starts, 
the schedules should be changed immediately at 
every stop. Regularly maintaining this information 
times from each lot to the University area. If travel 
time is less than 15 minutes when the bus serves all 
stops, there may be no need to skip stops. Express 
routes should only exist when a significant one-way 
travel time savings, perhaps of 5 minutes or more, 
can be realized by skipping stops, or when there is 
overcrowding. However, until headways are 10 
minutes or less, the first response to overcrowding 
should be increased frequency of service rather 
than express service. 
Here, system-wide improvements are presented 
first, including scheduling, upgraded passenger fa-
cilities, access to stops, and one possibility for over-
hauling the design of the entire system. Peak-hour 
service improvements are discussed next, followed 
by off-peak service improvements, including mid-
day, evening, and weekend times. 
System-wide Improvements 
Scheduling 
A general change that would help users of Chapel 
Hill Transit is the use of clock-face schedules rather 
than the current system of rolling headways. With 
clock-face schedules, also called standardized head-
ways, buses of a given route arrive at the same time 
past the hour, every hour. Passengers can simply 
remember that their bus arrives every hour at :11 
and :41, for example. Rolling or variable headways 
are more confusing, because passengers must con-
sult the schedule every time.  
Passenger Facilities 
In its report, the 25th Anniversary Committee iden-
tified the addition and improvement of passenger 
facilities (sometimes called “amenities”) as an im-
portant way to attract new citizens to transit use, as 
well as encourage infrequent and choice users to 
ride transit more often. Passenger facilities at stops 
can range from route letters on a simple bus stop 
sign to multiple large bus shelters with electronic 
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Figure 2.34: Location of unsheltered stops with over 50 boardings in Fall 
2005 (shelter data is from 2002). 
may be difficult and expensive, but it is a relatively 
simple way to attract more riders. 
Also, the bus stop signs should be maintained, with 
each sign showing which routes serve that stop. 
Many of these route letters have worn off the signs; 
some are simply outdated. Furthermore, if a sign 
becomes damaged or is missing from its pole, it 
should be repaired or replaced promptly. 
Improved Access to Bus 
Stops 
Every transit trip begins with 
a walking trip. The com-
monly accepted distance that 
passengers are willing to 
walk to access a bus stop is 
1/4 mile, although this dis-
tance can vary with the type 
of route, walking environ-
ment, and passengers’ alter-
natives to taking the bus. 
Adequate sidewalks can 
greatly improve this portion 
of the passenger’s overall trip 
and create a positive image 
of using transit.  
The network of paved side-
walks in Chapel Hill and 
Carrboro in relation to Fall 
2005 weekday service is dis-
played in Figure 2.35. It is 
not necessary for every street 
to have sidewalks in order 
for passengers to safely and 
comfortably access the near-
est bus stop. However, side-
walks should be provided in 
the following cases: 
• Along roads with high 
volumes or high speeds of vehicular traffic; 
• Along main roads leading into neighborhoods; 
• Where “desire lines” are evident: worn dirt 
paths between neighborhoods, apartments and 
commercial or activity centers; and 
• Near schools and other locations with high 
volumes of pedestrian traffic. 
In addition, enhanced crosswalks, traffic lights and 
even elevated or underground walkways may be 
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Stop ID Stop Name 2005 Boardings
3227
Skipper Bowles Dr at Hinton James Tennis Courts (shelter 
displaced due to construction)
348
3214 South Rd at Coker Hall 235
3257 E Franklin St E at Morehead Planetarium 179
3421 N Columbia St at W Franklin St 160
3224 Pittsboro St at University Dr 147
3187 S Columbia St N at Purefoy Rd 140
3428 E Franklin St at Varsity Theatre 126
3238 Manning Dr at Hospital Parking Deck 98
3235 Manning Dr W at Hibbard Dr 98
3418 East Chapel Hill High School 96
3420 Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) at Critz Dr 94
3154 BPW Club Rd at The Villages 85
3419 Hedrick Building 83
3237 East Dr at Jackson Cir 79
3510 E Main St at Arts Center Plaza 77
3287 Old Sterling Rd at Notting Hill Apts 74
3423 W Franklin St at University Baptist Church 72
3492 Jones Ferry Rd at Barnes St 71
3218 West Dr at Mason Farm Rd 71
3241 Airport Dr E at Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 69
3481 W Franklin St at Chapel Hill News 69
3505 E Main St at Weaver St Realty 67
3252 Raleigh St at Spencer Hall 67
3628 Ridge Rd at Rams Head Center 66
3127 Raleigh St at Davis Library 65
3028 Raleigh St at Lewis Hall 65
3170 Rock Haven Rd at Renee Lynn Ct 65
3171 Tar Hill Dr N at BPW Club Rd (Highland Hills) 62
3183 S Columbia St at Coolidge St 61
3456 W Main St at Club Nova Thrift 61
3265 E Franklin St W at Elizabeth St 60
3590 Manning Dr at Hinton James Dorm 60
3217 Stadium Dr at Carmichael Hall 60
3573 Jones Ferry Rd E at Willow Creek Professional Center 59
3381 Raleigh St at Connor Hall 57
3233 Manning Dr at Craige Parking Deck 55
3119
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) S at Riggsbee 
Trailer Court
54
3184 S Columbia St at Westwood Dr 54
3150 Westminster Dr at traffic circle 53
3163 Stadium Dr at Ridge Rd 52
3398 South Rd at Raleigh St 51
3509 E Main St at Lloyd St 50
3151 BPW Club Rd at Orchard Ln (Berryhill) 50
3221 Mason Farm Rd E at Ambulatory Care Center 50
Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 2006
Table 2.9: Unsheltered stops with over 50 boardings in Fall 2005 (shelter data is from 2002). 
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Figure 2.35: Existing sidewalks and greenway paths, Fall 2005. 
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necessary at certain locations near bus stops in or-
der to allow passengers to cross the street safely. 
Every day, passengers dodge heavy traffic on arte-
rial roads such as NC 54, U.S. 15-501, and MLK Jr. 
Blvd. to reach bus stops across the street. This 
situation will deteriorate as vehicular traffic and 
transit use increase. With more drivers on the road 
and more passengers trying to access transit stops, 
and without safety-related improvements, crashes 
will be more likely.  
For evening service, bus stops and pedestrian facili-
ties should have adequate lighting. This enhances 
passenger safety at stops and also helps bus opera-
tors to see waiting passengers. Obstructions such as 
overgrown landscaping should be eliminated so 
that bus stops have easy access and egress. 
Feeder and Corridor System 
One of the biggest limits on Chapel Hill Transit is 
the number of buses in the system. One way to 
improve service coverage without greatly increasing 
the required number of buses would be to overhaul 
the system completely into a network of high-
frequency, high-capacity corridors and fixed-route 
feeders. In such a system, full-size buses would op-
erate only on major corridors. Neighborhoods 
would receive high-frequency feeder service using 
low-capacity vans, but transfers would be required 
for many more trips, and additional vans and driv-
ers would be needed. 
A full design for such a system is beyond the scope 
of this plan, but its basic elements will be discussed. 
Areas of relatively high ridership, either existing or 
potential, would be designated as corridors or trunk 
lines. Peak-hour service along these corridors 
would be every 10 minutes or more frequently, and 
off-peak service would be every 10 to 30 minutes. 
The service area would likely have the following 
major corridors: MLK Blvd., Greensboro St. and 
Smith Level Rd., Jones Ferry Rd., NC 54 west of 
campus, NC 54 east of campus, Columbia St. and 
U.S. 15-501 south of campus, Franklin St. and U.S. 
15-501 north of campus, and campus circulators. 
Each corridor would use between 5 and 15 peak-
hour buses. 
All other areas would be served by fixed-route, 
fixed-schedule feeders. Most of these would be 
short routes operating with a single van, but longer 
feeders might need multiple vans or a full-sized 
bus. During off-peak times, these routes would 
need to be timed for transfers with the corridor 
routes, but very frequent corridor service of every 5 
minutes or less could make this unnecessary. The 
feeder vans would provide more frequent service to 
neighborhoods than what is currently provided, and 
coverage could span more low-density areas. In 
order to blanket the entire service area with peak-
hour service of every 10 to 15 minutes, approxi-
mately 35 vans would be needed.  
Advantages of such a system include the ability to 
greatly expand service coverage and frequency 
while deferring bus purchases; the potential for 
riders to be able to use the system without a sched-
ule; and the fact that quieter, smaller vans would 
serve neighborhood streets. Also, this type of sys-
tem would be one step towards a future network of 
higher-capacity transit lines (rail or bus) and feed-
ers. However, passengers could find such a system 
difficult to use, and the need to transfer could be a 
major burden. Also, appropriate and convenient 
transfer locations do not exist for all potential 
routes. 
Peak-Hour Service Improvements 
Assuming that Chapel Hill Transit does not convert 
to the feeder-and-corridor system described above, 
this section presents improvements to existing 
fixed routes and suggests new routes. It is organ-
ized by the various main corridors radiating away 
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from the University campus area: the campus itself; 
north (MLK Jr. Blvd. and Hillsborough St.); north-
east (Franklin St. and U.S. 15-501); east (Raleigh 
Rd. and NC 54); south (Columbia St. and U.S. 15-
501); and west (multiple roads to Carrboro). 
University Campus 
Most Chapel Hill Transit routes converge on the 
University’s main campus. Two campus circulator 
routes also connect the more walkable and compact 
North Campus with the hilly, spread-out South 
Campus. UNC Hospitals and student housing 
dominate South Campus, while most academic 
buildings are on North Campus. Chapel Hill Tran-
sit must accommodate shift changes at the hospitals 
and class changes at the University. The hospitals 
are significantly more peak-heavy than the rest of 
the University; while classes start and end all day 
long, the majority of hospital employees travel at 
typical rush-hour times (although there are numer-
ous employees with nonstandard shifts). The cam-
pus circulator routes do not have well-defined 
peaks, but they do experience overcrowding. 
Alleviating Overcrowding and Extending Service 
Since Fall 2005, there has been an area of Univer-
sity housing along Mason Farm Rd. that does not 
have directly accessible bus service. For residents of 
the Baity Hill housing complex, the closest bus 
stops are in the F Lot near Family Practice. Daily 
boarding data from 2003 indicated that 81 board-
ings occurred in the F Lot; in 2005, that total had 
risen to 355. Three-fourths of this ridership is on 
the already-crowded RU Route, which operates on 
an easy-to-remember clock-face schedule, with ser-
vice every 15 minutes all day. 
The CM, N, and V Routes also serve the F Lot, 
while the S and U Routes stop on Skipper Bowles 
Dr. outside the lot. In Fall 2005, the V Route had 
only 6 passengers boarding and 13 exiting in the F 
Lot on the day it was surveyed. The CM Route saw 
15 boardings and 10 alightings, while the N Route 
had 67 boardings and only 1 alighting. Most pas-
sengers seem to use the U Route for the return trip 
from North Campus, getting off the bus on Skipper 
Bowles Dr. outside the F Lot (126 alightings). 
The U Route should be revised to serve Mason 
Farm Rd. as shown in Figure 2.36. This change 
could help to alleviate overcrowding on the RU 
Route while improving the frequency of service of 
the U Route. Service would be lost at some stops 
along Manning Dr., but these stops are served by 
other routes and are also close enough to the re-
vised U Route to permit walking. The revised route 
is about 0.8 mile longer than the current route, 
which could add 5 or 6 minutes to the total trip 
time. Adding a third bus to this revised route would 
improve frequencies from every 15 minutes to 
every 12 minutes, which still provides clock-face 
schedules. On weekends and evenings, when de-
mand and traffic are lighter, service could be pro-
vided every 30 minutes with one bus.  
At the same time, the RU Route’s frequency should 
be increased to every 10 minutes by adding a third 
bus, at least during peak times. With the RU serving 
the F Lot every 10 minutes, service there could be 
discontinued for the CM and V Routes, allowing 
them to improve their headways to meet service 
standards. 
Beginning in FY 2006-07, Chapel Hill Transit plans 
to operate a U Express Route at the request of the 
University. This scaled-down version of the campus 
circulator would run every 15 minutes in the morn-
ing hours only, and could help to alleviate over-
crowding on the RU Route as long as the schedules 
are staggered. As mentioned earlier, it is usually 
better to use additional resources to improve fre-
quency rather than to create express routes, but the 
nature of the U Express makes it only nominally an 
express route.  
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As discussed in Chapter 1, the University uses its 
own buses for an evening campus circulator. The 
University might want to consider putting these 
buses to use during the day to augment the U and 
RU Routes during periods of peak demand, per-
haps as the U Express. Students would likely be 
willing to take jobs driving the buses, and their 
hourly cost would be less than that of Chapel Hill 
Transit employees. This would also free up Chapel 
Hill Transit buses for use on other routes. 
Improved Service to East Campus 
An operational strategy called interlining could help 
the University reach its goal of having more routes 
serve the east side of campus. Interlined buses 
switch routes at designated points. Alternatively, 
certain routes could be combined and renamed as a 
single route rather than hav-
ing buses switch between 
routes. For example, if the T 
Route were interlined with 
the portion of the V Route 
that serves Meadowmont, 
buses operating on the inter-
lined routes would serve 
both sides of campus as well 
as downtown Chapel Hill. 
The existing T Route does 
not serve the east side of 
campus, and the existing V 
Route does not serve down-
town. Interlining also pro-
duces equal headways on the 
interlined routes, so they 
should have similar levels of 
demand. One possible inter-
lining scheme is given in 
Table 2.10. 
Northern Corridor: Hillsborough St. & MLK Jr. 
Blvd. 
MLK Jr. Blvd. has the potential to become a major 
transit corridor. Its high-density land uses already 
support a relatively high level of transit service 
(current routes are A, G, HS, N, NS, NU, and T), 
but some recently developed areas in this corridor 
do not have fixed-route transit service. Other areas 
that do currently have transit service could be 
served better or more efficiently. 
New Service to Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. 
One example of an area lacking service is the 
Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. area, which includes some 
medium-density residential uses. Appendix B de-
scribes various options for serving this area using 
existing routes. The solution that makes the most 
Figure 2.36: Revised U Route to serve Mason Farm Rd. 
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sense involves revisions to the A and T Routes, 
shown in Figure 2.37. 
The revised T Route serves Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. 
and Homestead Rd. in both directions on the way 
to the Timberlyne area. Service on Westminster 
Dr., Banks Dr., and MLK Jr. Blvd. is provided on 
the A Route rather than on the T Route. The A 
Route no longer serves Orange County Southern 
Human Services, because the T Route serves this 
destination with stops along Homestead Rd. 
The revised A Route extends north along MLK Jr. 
Blvd. to a counterclockwise loop beginning at Blos-
som Ln., Sparrow Dr., and Westminster Dr., serv-
ing high-density residential areas and the Timber-
lyne shopping center. This revised A Route could 
also extend to the Chapel Hill North shopping cen-
ter, which will become necessary if its residential 
component is completed (see Chapter 3, Figure 
3.1). 
Meeting Service Standards 
Service on the A Route to Northside and Colonial 
Heights does not meet service standards for fre-
quency, and its one-way loop makes inbound trips 
from Northside impractical. A revision to the HS 
Route (see below) transfers service in Colonial 
Heights to the HS Route. This allows the A Route 
to make its one-way loop through Northside more 
frequently, connecting the neighborhood directly to 
downtown Chapel Hill and the University. 
In FY 2004-05, the HS Route was the only route 
failing to meet the productivity standard (Figure 
2.25). The route began operating in FY 2003-04 
and typically used a mini-bus. It provided service to 
Chapel Hill High School and a few low-density resi-
dential neighborhoods every half-hour from 7 to 9 
a.m. and from 4 to 6 p.m.; there was no midday or 
evening service. Its low ridership could be due in 
part to these very limited hours of service. As dis-
cussed in Chapter 3, Chapel Hill Transit is planning 
to retire the mini-buses in FY 2007-08 and replace 
them with three full-sized buses. Two options for 
revising the HS Route are presented in Appendix B: 
merging the HS and NU Routes, which already 
duplicate each other to some degree, and convert-
ing the HS Route to a fixed-schedule, all-day feeder 
route. The proposed merged HS and NU Route is 
shown in Figure 2.38. 
In Fall 2005, the G Route failed to meet the peak-
hour service standard for frequency. For FY 2004-
05, it also had the lowest productivity of any route, 
excluding the two routes operating with mini-buses 
(Figure 2.25). The route’s ridership in the low-
density residential area northeast of MLK Jr. Blvd. 
was very low, but no other route serves this area, so 
eliminating service there would hurt the system’s 
geographic coverage.  
The other half of the G Route operates on the east-
ern corridor and might support more frequent ser-
vice. As such, it makes sense to split this route at 
the University so that the two halves can be modi-
fied separately. See the Eastern Corridor section for 
a description of the revised eastern half of the 
route.  
Route 1 (portion) Route 2 (portion) 
A (North Forest Hills) V (Southern Village) 
CW Chatham 
CM G (Glen Lennox) 
CL G (Booker Creek) 
FCX J (Rock Creek) 
HU NS (Eubanks) 
JFX Bible Church 
S NS (Southern Village) 
T  V (Meadowmont) 
Table 2.10: Possible interlining scheme. 
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Figure 2.37: Modifying both the A and T Routes to 
serve Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext., Option 4 (left: A Route; 
right: T Route). 
The northern section of the G Route should be 
converted into a fixed-schedule feeder route, as 
shown in Figure 2.39. The route would need to be 
timed with at least one of the other routes in this 
corridor to provide transfers at the P Lot. Ridership 
levels have been low enough to use a van for the 
feeder service. The possibilities of allowing the 
route to deviate to serve nearby streets, or of con-
necting to the D Route at Sage Rd., could also be 
explored.  
The N and T Routes also failed to meet peak ser-
vice standards. While the N Route could have its 
peak-hour headways adjusted to meet service stan-
dards, the T Route experiences overcrowding and 
could not, as discussed below. 
Alleviating Overcrowding  
The NS Route meets service standards but experi-
ences overcrowding. In Fall 2005, its northern por-
tion operated at variable peak headways of 10, 20, 
and 30 minutes, and off-peak headways of 20, 30, 
40, and 50 minutes. This route would benefit from 
a frequency improvement to every 10 minutes in 
the peak and every 20 or 30 minutes off-peak. 
Travel time is around 20 minutes from the Eubanks 
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Figure 2.38: Merging the HS and NU Routes, with service to Colonial Heights. 
Rd. park-and-ride lot to the University and UNC 
Hospitals. When additional demand is felt from the 
Eubanks lot (see Chapter 3), some express trips 
may be appropriate. Chapel Hill Transit is consider-
ing the addition of express service from this lot for 
FY 2006-07, but it may make more sense to use 
available vehicles to in-
crease service frequency 
along the entire route 
first. 
The A and T Routes also 
experience overcrowding 
at peak times. Combined, 
they cover much of the 
corridor, so increasing 
their frequency and stag-
gering them could handle 
the corridor demand, al-
lowing the NS Route to 
operate as an express 
route on at least a portion 
of MLK Jr. Blvd. How-
ever, there is low rider-
ship on the northern por-
tion of the T Route along 
Weaver Dairy Rd. and on 
the A Route in North 
Forest Hills, so running 
more buses more fre-
quently through these 
areas might not be as effi-
cient as running the NS 
Route more frequently. 
The most crowded seg-
ment of the A Route is 
often the southbound, 
uphill portion of Hillsbor-
ough St. Many students 
ride the bus to class in the mornings but walk back 
down the hill to return home, so additional uphill 
service is needed. As discussed in Appendix B, the 
HS Route has done little to alleviate this over-
crowding due to its schedule. The revised HS 
Route should be staggered with the A Route to 
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Figure 2.39: Northern portion of G Route converted into a feeder route. 
provide more frequent uphill service on Hillsbor-
ough St. 
Northeastern Corridor: Franklin St. & U.S. 15-
501 
East Franklin St. is the major point of entry to the 
University and downtown Chapel Hill from Dur-
ham. One of Chapel Hill Transit’s current chal-
lenges is to provide direct, efficient, and functional 
transit service in the neighborhoods around U.S. 
15-501 east of Franklin St. This area has a dendritic, 
disconnected street network bisected by the heavily 
traveled U.S. 15-501, which makes the provision of 
transit service more complicated.  
All three of the current peak-hour routes operating 
in this corridor, the CL, D, and F Routes, need in-
creased frequency of service. The CL and D Routes 
experience overcrowding on some trips, and the F 
and CL Routes violate service standards for fre-
quency. The D Route could likely support peak 
headways of 10 or 15 minutes. Also, midday CL 
service needs to be considered.  
Opportunities exist in this corridor to begin new 
routes to meet current needs. Extending service 
across Interstate 40 to New Hope Commons is a 
relatively minor adjustment, and a new route serv-
ing eastern Weaver Dairy Rd. should be considered. 
Finally, this section discusses the possibility of pro-
viding service to residential neighborhoods in 
southwestern Durham County where many Univer-
sity students and employees reside. 
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Service to New Hope Commons  
Before FY 2002-03, Chapel Hill Transit served 
New Hope Commons, a shopping center with a 
Wal-Mart, located northeast of the service area in 
Durham County. Service was discontinued after 
protests from local business owners that providing 
bus service to businesses outside the municipalities 
was not fair to those inside the borders whose taxes 
supported the transit service. The Triangle Transit 
Authority (TTA) now provides service from Chapel 
Hill to this shopping center. 
The effect of this service being provided on TTA 
buses rather than by Chapel Hill Transit is that 
transit-dependent residents of Chapel Hill and 
Carrboro who need to get to jobs at New Hope 
Commons, or who want to shop there, must now 
pay a $4 round-trip fare. Other residents of the ser-
vice area drive there, contributing to congestion 
and reducing air quality. In short, eliminating transit 
service to Wal-Mart does not keep people from 
shopping there. Resuming service to New Hope 
Commons might be seen as unfair by local business 
owners, but it is unfair to residents and inefficient 
not to offer the service.  
Additionally, the Triangle Transit Authority has 
requested that Chapel Hill Transit and Durham 
Area Transit Authority create a common transfer 
point, and this would be an appropriate location for 
one. Appendix B presents possible ways to serve 
New Hope Commons by modifying existing routes.  
Revised CL and D Routes 
The routes serving this corridor, which are cur-
rently the CL and D Routes, should be redesigned 
to provide faster commutes and more frequent ser-
vice for the stops with the highest ridership: Old 
Sterling Rd. at Notting Hill Apartments, Coleridge 
Rd. at Walden at Greenfields, and Dobbins Dr. at 
Foxcroft Apartments.  
In Fall 2005, the southern side of U.S. 15-501 east 
of Franklin St. had 127 passengers boarding and 
212 alighting; the northern side had 370 boarding 
and 198 alighting. The northern side has higher 
intensities of land uses, but getting off the D Route 
on the southern side is faster for passengers bound 
for these land uses on the northern side. Many rid-
ers alight the D Route along the service roads on 
the southern side of Fordham Blvd. and then run 
across the highway to avoid the route’s lengthy 
one-way loop. Likewise, riders boarding on Legion 
Rd. must ride to Eastowne Rd. and layover for a 
few minutes before heading downtown.  
This added travel time for passengers is not insig-
nificant. For example, afternoon CL Route buses 
travel from the hotel on Europa Dr. to the Varsity 
Theater downtown in 12 minutes. However, D 
Route buses, which go in the opposite direction, 
take 29 minutes to make the same trip. Ideally, this 
corridor should be improved in terms of pedestrian 
safety so that passengers could cross the street 
safely to access bus routes. Without these improve-
ments, buses will need to be re-routed to provide 
more direct service to each high-ridership area. 
One of the options for providing service to New 
Hope Commons also revises the CL and D Routes 
as discussed here (Figure 2.40). If service to New 
Hope Commons is not instituted, a revision similar 
to this would still make sense, perhaps with the CL 
Route turning around at Lakeview Dr.  
With this revision, the CL Route provides direct 
service to the lower-density uses south of U.S. 15-
501. The D Route provides more direct and higher-
frequency service to the higher-density uses to the 
north. Because of the street layout, the D Route’s 
one-way loop is not easily reversible and cannot be 
converted into a two-way segment. As a result, 
morning layovers on the revised D Route should be 
at Eastowne, near the beginning of the loop, while 
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Figure 2.40: Revisions to the CL and D Routes, including service to New Hope Commons. 
• Barbee Chapel Rd. and Farrington Rd.  
• Hope Valley and Woodcroft  
• Fayetteville Rd. and Renaissance Pkwy.  
• Parkwood, NC 54, and NC 55  
• Old Chapel Hill Rd. and University Dr.  
While transit service does exist to connect each of 
these areas with Chapel Hill, University employees 
may not be attracted to the DATA and TTA routes 
in these corridors because the routes are not de-
signed to bring people to Chapel Hill. Many TTA 
routes travel only along arterial roads, with little to 
no service on local neighborhood streets. Stops 
along TTA routes are often spaced further apart, 
and large sections of TTA routes have no stops.  
New routes could loop through the neighborhood 
streets and then run express from Town limits to 
the University. At a conceptual level, Figure 2.43 
depicts six routes which could serve southwestern 
Durham and reduce park-and-ride demand from 
these neighborhoods. These routes could operate 
inbound during the morning peak and outbound 
during the afternoon peak, with no midday service. 
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Figure 2.41: New route serving eastern Weaver Dairy Rd. and East 
Chapel Hill High School. 
In the morning, buses would start at route end-
points and provide service to downtown Chapel 
Hill and the University. They would then deadhead 
back to the endpoints, carrying no passengers, for a 
second run. In the afternoon, the process would be 
reversed. These routes would undoubtedly have 
lower numbers of riders per hour or per mile than 
shorter in-town routes, but their benefits could ex-
ceed their costs. 
Although this concept may be beyond the five-year 
scope of this plan, it demonstrates express service 
without the park-and-ride. The car stays in the 
driveway rather than in a parking space paid for by 
the Towns or the University. A balance should be 
struck between paving acres of land 
for parking lots and incurring 
higher operating costs from less-
productive service through 
neighborhoods. 
Eastern Corridor: Raleigh Rd. & 
NC 54 
The FCX, HU, and S Routes serve 
park-and-ride lots in this corridor 
and experience very high levels of 
ridership, leading to overcrowding 
at times, but this is also an opportu-
nity for improved service. The G 
and V Routes are in need of revi-
sions in order to meet service stan-
dards for frequency. Finally, ex-
tending transit service past the 
park-and-ride lots to neighbor-
hoods in southwest Durham 
County, as discussed above, would 
affect this corridor.  
Alleviating Overcrowding 
Increased peak-hour service is nec-
essary on the FCX, HU, and S 
Routes, which experience over-
crowding at their already-frequent peak headways. 
Morning peak demand tends to be more concen-
trated than in the afternoons, so morning peak 
headways generally need to be shorter than after-
noon peak headways. 
The FCX Route comes every five minutes from 
7:15 to 8:30 a.m. and every 10 minutes for the rest 
of the morning peak. In the afternoon peak, its 
headways are 5, 10, and 15 minutes. With service 
more frequent than every 10 minutes, passengers 
no longer need to rely on schedules, so morning 
trips should be provided as frequently as warranted 
by the demand. Afternoon trips should be stan-
dardized to every 5 minutes during the peak. Be-
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afternoon layovers should be at Foxcroft, near the 
end. Two areas, Standish Rd. and Summerfield 
Crossing, lose service with these revisions; both 
had very low ridership levels in Fall 2005. The Stan-
dish Rd. area could be served with the CL Route at 
the expense of travel time, and the Summerfield 
Crossing area could be served by a new route to 
eastern Weaver Dairy Rd., described next. 
New Route: Eastern Weaver Dairy Rd. 
A new route should be considered for Weaver 
Dairy Rd. between East Chapel Hill High School 
and Sage Rd., with service continuing to downtown 
Chapel Hill. The route would also serve Summer-
field Crossing and the Foxcroft Apartments as 
shown in Figure 2.41. Timed transfers with the T 
Route at the high school would allow limited cross-
town trips to be taken without traveling to down-
town first. The route would access downtown 
Chapel Hill and the University via Franklin St. A 
loop through the neighborhoods northeast of 
Weaver Dairy Rd. could also be added to this route 
to improve service coverage. 
Park-and-Ride Service 
By 2010, the University estimates that over 1,000 
commuters will enter Chapel Hill on US 15-501 
from Durham each day in search of parking. This 
thoroughfare also has the greatest current need for 
a park-and-ride lot, as it is the only approach with-
out a significant park-and-ride facility. Demand 
along this corridor is diverted to the NC 54 Park-
and-Ride Lot or to the presently-available small lot 
at the Masonic Lodge. However, this induces cut-
through and cross-town traffic that could be miti-
gated by a lot closer to the town limits.  
In FY 2006-07, Chapel Hill Transit plans to operate 
a park-and-ride shuttle from a new University park-
and-ride lot at the Chapel Hill Bible Church. The 
route is shown in Figure 2.42. The Town of Chapel 
Hill is searching for a location for a Town-owned 
lot in this corridor. Because the Bible Church lot 
will not accommodate all demand in this corridor, 
Chapel Hill should make it a priority to complete 
its search for a site for a Town-operated park-and-
ride lot near the junction of U.S. 15-501 and Inter-
state 40. Depending on the location of the Town 
lot, new service from it could cover other areas of 
this corridor as well, allowing existing routes to be 
revised. 
Service to Southwest Durham County  
Chapel Hill Transit and the University could ex-
plore extending transit service to clusters of Uni-
versity students and employees in southwest Dur-
ham County. This could reduce the need for buying 
and developing more land for park-and-ride ser-
vice. This service could be provided by Chapel Hill 
Transit itself or by negotiation with the Triangle 
Transit Authority and the Durham Area Transit 
Authority. 
In its report, the Chapel Hill 25th Anniversary 
Committee recognized that limiting service to the 
urban services boundary ignores the fact that a 
growing proportion of the local workforce is com-
muting into the Town. They recommended explor-
ing the extension of routes into southwestern Dur-
ham and other neighboring towns to reduce the 
number of single occupancy vehicles entering the 
Town along arterial roads. 
This service could be free, as with other Chapel Hill 
Transit routes, or require a fare outside the Town 
limits to help recoup the cost of service. However, 
if a fare is charged but park-and-ride lots continue 
to be free, many commuters might continue to use 
park-and-ride lots instead of boarding in their 
neighborhoods.  
Areas that might support extension of service out-
side the Town limits include the following: 
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Figure 2.42: New route to the University’s park-and-ride lot at Chapel Hill 
Bible Church. 
cause of its existing high-frequency service, this 
route would benefit from the use of larger buses 
with more capacity. 
The HU Route has standardized 10-minute morn-
ing headways and variable afternoon headways of 5, 
10, and 15 minutes. Strategically providing some 
morning headways of 5 minutes and improving 
afternoon headways to 5 and 10 minutes would 
likely address the over-
crowding issues. 
Finally, the S Route offers 
service every 10 or 15 
minutes during both peak 
times. Service is staggered 
with the HU Route to pro-
vide more frequent service 
at the NC 54 park-and-ride 
lot. Offering standardized 
10-minute headways would 
make the schedule much 
easier to read, and addi-
tional runs could be made 
at strategic times, providing 
occasional 5-minute head-
ways. Improved frequency 
on the HU Route might 
make it unnecessary on the 
S, and vice-versa. As long 
as both routes serve the 
NC 54 park-and-ride lot, 
their departures should 
continue to be staggered. 
Meeting Service Stan-
dards 
As discussed in the North-
ern Corridor section, the G 
Route fails to meet fre-
quency standards for peak 
service and has been rela-
tively unproductive. In the eastern corridor, it pro-
vides the only direct service to the Briarcliff 
neighborhood and to two medium-density residen-
tial areas, Glen Lennox and a public housing com-
plex near Estes Dr. The G Route should be split, 
and the eastern portion should be brought up to 
service standards. Two additional revisions are 
shown in Figure 2.44: the revised route to UNC 
Hospitals serves more of campus than the old 
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Figure 2.43: Potential neighborhood express routes in southwest Durham 
route, and Briarcliff is only served during peak 
hours due to low off-peak ridership.  
In Fall 2005, the V Route had some peak headways 
that violated service standards by 14 minutes. This 
was due largely to a revision to the route so that it 
could serve the F Lot at Family Practice one-way, 
which made the two-way run-time too long. As 
discussed in the University Campus section, V 
Route ridership at this location was very low in Fall 
2005, and other routes provide much higher levels 
of service there. 
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The V Route should no longer serve Family Prac-
tice. Eliminating this detour should enable the 
route’s two-way run time to return to 60 minutes, 
allowing it to meet service standards. Family Prac-
tice would be best served by increased frequency 
on the U and RU Routes, discussed earlier. Another 
potential modification to the V Route is service to 
downtown Chapel Hill without a transfer. This 
would be done best by dividing the route in two 
and interlining it with other routes, as discussed in 
the University Campus section. 
Southern Corridor: Columbia St. / U.S. 15-501 
This corridor contains two park-and-ride lots. The 
NS and V Routes serve the Town-owned lot at 
Southern Village, and the University contracts with 
another transit provider to serve its lot in Chatham 
County. Chapel Hill Transit anticipates taking over 
service to the Chatham lot during the planning pe-
riod. The D Route also provides some service in 
this corridor. 
Accommodating Demand 
The NS Route provides variable peak service every 
10, 20, and 30 minutes. In this corridor only, an 
express bus operates from the park-and-ride lot to 
UNC Hospitals. Combined with service provided 
on the V Route, peak headways are usually 10 min-
utes for the connection between the park-and-ride 
lot and UNC Hospitals. 
The NS Route improvements suggested in the 
Northern Corridor section apply here as well. If the 
entire NS Route had standardized 10-minute peak 
headways, service in this corridor would not change 
very much. The “express” route could likely be 
eliminated, because it has no travel-time savings. 
Regular service from the park-and-ride lot to UNC 
Hospitals takes 9 minutes in the mornings; the af-
ternoon trip is only 7 minutes. 
Meeting Service Standards and Improving Ser-
vice 
The V Route’s failure to meet peak service stan-
dards was discussed in the Eastern Corridor sec-
tion, and the solutions presented there are applica-
ble here as well. One additional no-cost revision to 
the V Route in this corridor is to provide service on 
Mt Carmel Church Rd. and Bennett Rd., which are 
inside Town limits, on the way to and from South-
ern Village. This would eliminate the need for a 
small shared-ride feeder zone in that area. 
An alternative to operating the V Route in this cor-
ridor is to send some NS Route buses through the 
Southern Village neighborhood. This would make 
the most sense if some NS buses were operating 
express on the portion of the route north of cam-
pus. The time saved by not stopping along MLK Jr. 
Blvd. would probably be roughly equal to the time 
it would take to send these vehicles through the 
Southern Village neighborhood.  
The portion of the D Route in this corridor oper-
ates on a long loop using Culbreth Rd., Smith Level 
Rd., and NC 54. This route could be revised to pro-
vide two-way service on Culbreth Rd. by adding a 
turnaround loop past Carrboro High School when 
it is completed in FY 2007-08. However, this would 
eliminate the higher-ridership portions of the exist-
ing D Route loop, which are along Smith Level Rd. 
and NC 54. With improved service on other routes 
(see next section), this elimination might not be a 
problem. An alternative is to reverse the direction 
of the loop in the afternoons, serving high-
ridership areas first.  
Western Corridor: Carrboro  
This corridor encompasses Rosemary St., Franklin 
St., Cameron Ave., and NC 54 to the west of cam-
pus. Major destinations include downtown Carr-
boro, high-density residential areas, and two park-
and-ride lots. There is also a large area of northern 
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Figure 2.44: Revised eastern G Route. 
Carrboro that currently lacks fixed-route transit 
service. Existing peak-hour routes include the CM, 
CPX, CW, F, J, and JFX Routes. Some of these 
experience overcrowding, some fail to meet service 
standards, and some could be revised to provide 
more direct service. 
New Service and Restructured Routes 
As development continues in northern Carrboro, 
new service should be extended to meet Chapel 
Hill Transit service standards for geographic cover-
age and to prevent congestion on area roads. 
Enough development exists in the northern Carr-
boro area to merit the introduction of a route con-
necting Lake Hogan Farms with downtown Carr-
boro, Chapel Hill, and UNC Hospitals (Figure 
2.45). As new road connections are made in new 
developments, the route could be modified to serve 
additional areas. 
This route could be introduced without changing 
existing routes. However, through a sort of ripple 
effect, it can lead to a restructuring of virtually all 
the existing routes serving Carrboro, improving 
their attractiveness to passengers. These revised 
routes are all shown in Figure 2.46 and described 
here. First, because service on N. Greensboro St. 
would be provided by the new route, a portion of 
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the F Route could be shifted to the south to serve 
Weaver St., Main St. at Carrboro Town Hall, and 
Hillsborough Rd.  
This shift enables the CW Route to become less 
convoluted and provide more direct service to 
western Carrboro. Its revised route takes it along 
Weaver St. and past Carrboro Town Hall with the 
revised F Route, but the CW uses Fidelity St. and 
Davie Rd. to access Main St. This provides more 
direct service to higher-density residential areas that 
support transit service. The route then extends 
through the Carrboro Plaza park-and-ride lot to 
Anderson Park, Carrboro’s large community park 
that currently lacks fixed-route service. During the 
week, much of the parking capacity is unused at 
Anderson Park, making it a potential overflow 
park-and-ride location. 
The shift of the CW Route suggests a restructuring 
of the J Route. To begin, the route should be split 
at the University to allow different headways on 
each side of the revised route. The northwestern 
portion of the J Route currently uses a long one-
way loop. The revised route should run along Jones 
Ferry Rd. directly from the Jones Ferry Rd. park-
and-ride lot to downtown Carrboro, Chapel Hill, 
and the University. Service lost on S Greensboro 
St. would be restored by a revision to the other half 
of the J Route, described next, and service lost on 
NC 54 would be restored by a revision to the CPX 
Route, described below. 
For the purposes of this discussion, the revised 
southeastern portion of the J route will be renamed 
the R Route. The current segment serves high-
density residential areas around Rock Creek Apart-
ments via NC 54. There have been requests to pro-
vide direct service to downtown Carrboro from the 
Rock Creek area, and this connection will become 
even more important after the opening of Carrboro 
High School there. The revised route segment pro-
vides service to downtown Carrboro, Chapel Hill, 
and the University, with only slightly increased 
travel times to UNC Hospitals.  
Finally, the existing CPX Route should serve all 
stops along NC 54. This corridor contains many 
high-density residential uses, and the simplest way 
to serve them is with a single high-frequency corri-
dor route. The current combination of routes is 
confusing, because each route serves only short 
segments of the corridor. Frequency and service 
span of the CPX Route would need to increase, but 
this revision would pick up service lost from revi-
sions to the CW and J Routes. One potential prob-
lem is that this route would increase the need for 
pedestrians to cross NC 54 to access bus stops, so 
increased spending on pedestrian facilities might be 
required.  
A new route, independent of the restructuring 
above, could provide new service along Estes Dr. 
Ext. in Carrboro and connect Estes Park Apart-
ments with downtown Carrboro. This route would 
allow the N Route to stop serving Estes Park, im-
proving its headways. Estes Dr. Ext. has moderate-
density housing around it but no fixed-route transit 
service immediately accessible and no sidewalks. 
This revision would also augment the new northern 
Carrboro route on a portion of Greensboro St. 
Meeting Service Standards 
Three of the routes in this corridor, the CM, CW, 
and F Routes, do not meet service standards for 
peak frequency. Revising the CM Route is mostly 
independent of the restructuring above, with the 
exception that the improved frequency of the re-
vised CPX Route could allow the CM to eliminate 
its one-way loop along Old Fayetteville Rd. It 
should be possible to meet frequency service stan-
dards on the CM Route by eliminating both this 
loop and the route segment serving Family Practice 
(see the University Campus section for a justifica-
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Figure 2.45: New Northern Carrboro Route. 
tion). With these changes, the CM Route would 
probably provide faster service to campus than the 
express JFX Route, and the two routes might com-
pete for riders. At that time, then, it might be ap-
propriate to merge the two routes in the interest of 
providing more frequent service. In fact, the re-
vised J Route serving the Jones Ferry Rd. park-and-
ride lot may also render service on the JFX Route 
unnecessary. 
Revisions to the CW and F Routes should include 
the need to meet peak service standards. The re-
vised CW Route is significantly shorter than the old 
one, which should help improve its frequency. The 
revisions to the F Route would probably not affect 
running times, but it could meet service standards 
without additional resources if its headways were 
standardized. 
Off-Peak Service Improvements 
Different types of off-peak service are appropriate 
for different corridors in the service area. As noted 
earlier, decreased demand makes midday express 
routes unproductive, so they should be avoided 
where possible. This section describes this and 
other considerations for midday service. 
Chapter 1 includes recommendations from the 
Chapel Hill Transit 25th Anniversary Report in 
2000, many of which are still appropriate steps to-
wards meeting current 
needs. One such recom-
mendat ion was to 
“evaluate how to retain 
the current peak-hour 
scheduling policy but de-
velop ‘pulse’ scheduling 
for reduced, off-peak, 
evening and weekend 
service.” With high-
frequency peak-hour ser-
vice, transfers are less of 
a problem than with in-
frequent off-peak service. 
Better-coordinated pulse 
scheduling during periods 
of reduced service would 
facilitate transfers be-
tween routes in the 
downtown area. The 
creation of a transit trans-
fer center in downtown 
Chapel Hill could facili-
tate this, but it may not 
be finished during this 
planning period.  
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Figure 2.46: Restructured Carrboro routes. (The existing CM, D, JFX, and N Routes also serve portions of Carr-
boro but are not shown.) 
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However, on certain corridors, pure pulse schedul-
ing would hurt productivity by sending multiple 
buses past stops at the same time, with long waits 
in between. In effect, the routes would be compet-
ing for the same passengers. Along these corridors, 
a type of staggered service might be more appropri-
ate, providing more frequent service in areas where 
densities are higher. This solution is presented in 
more detail below for most corridors. 
Some corridors, such as the eastern one, are candi-
dates for hybrid off-peak routes. These routes com-
bine several peak-hour routes into a single corridor 
route that provides frequent service to an expanded 
number of destinations, again eliminating competi-
tion among routes. This solution is suggested for 
the Eastern and Southern Corridors. 
The 25th Anniversary Report recommended that 
Chapel Hill Transit “develop separate peak and off-
peak service standards and evaluate start-up service 
with separate criteria.” The off-peak service stan-
dard for frequency is a good start, but off-peak 
routes could also be evaluated separately in terms 
of productivity and other service standards. Future 
analyses should attempt this. 
Northern Corridor: Staggered Service 
Current off-peak operations on this corridor exem-
plify the problem of infrequent routes competing 
for passengers. Four local routes, the A, G, NS, and 
T Routes, operate on much of MLK Jr. Blvd. 
throughout midday with headways of 40 to 80 min-
utes. With pure pulse scheduling, there would al-
ways be long waits between buses on this corridor, 
but four buses might sometimes arrive at once. 
Staggering the arrival times of these routes could 
link this corridor and the downtown area with mid-
day service frequency of 10 or 15 minutes along the 
corridor and less frequent service in neighborhoods 
and outlying areas. Transfers might require more 
waiting for passengers boarding in the outer 
neighborhoods, but for the many passengers board-
ing along the corridor itself, transfers would actu-
ally be easier, because they would be able to arrive 
downtown within 10 or 15 minutes of their trans-
fers. With additional data on passengers’ most-
desired transfers, it would be a simple matter to 
coordinate certain routes to meet downtown at 
strategic times, and “fill in” with other routes on a 
staggered corridor schedule.  
The NS Route could support midday headways of 
30 minutes immediately. This could be improved to 
20 minutes after the P Lot closes and more demand 
is felt from the Eubanks Rd. park-and-ride lot. 
Meeting Service Standards 
As discussed under Peak Service Improvements, 
the A Route fails to meet service standards for fre-
quency during midday, with 80-minute headways 
on some trips. The HS Route was also discussed in 
that section. It currently violates the midday service 
standard by not operating during midday. The revi-
sions already suggested would enable these routes 
to meet the standards. All other routes in this corri-
dor meet the midday service standard for fre-
quency. 
Northeastern Corridor: Staggered Service 
Midday service on this corridor should be staggered 
between the revised CL, D, and F Routes and the 
new eastern Weaver Dairy route. If the Bible 
Church park-and-ride route runs during midday, it 
is likely to compete with the D Route for some 
passengers, so it should be staggered with the D. 
Midday service to University Mall would continue 
to be provided on the F and G Routes, which 
should be staggered.  
The midday-only M Route has not been exception-
ally productive, but it does meet some needs by 
serving the Chapel Hill Library and Pine Knolls. 
The M Route should be staggered with the D 
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Route and, especially, with the F Route. In the past, 
some trips of the M Route operated within a few 
minutes of the F Route. 
Eastern Corridor: Hybrid Route 
Destinations in this corridor are relatively close 
together, making it possible to create a single hy-
brid route for off-peak service. This route, shown 
in Figure 2.47, replaces the FCX, HU, S, and V 
Routes. It requires few additional resources but 
provides standardized off-peak service frequencies 
better than those on any of the existing routes.  
As of Fall 2005, midday service to the Friday Cen-
ter lot was provided every 30 minutes for part of 
the day on the FCX Route and every 74 minutes on 
the V Route. Service to the NC 54 lot was every 15 
and 20 minutes on the S Route, as well as every 30 
minutes on the HU Route. The Hedrick lot was 
served every 30 minutes by the HU Route. Finally, 
Meadowmont received off-peak service every 74 
minutes on the V Route.  
Using the hybrid route and existing midday re-
sources, 12-minute off-peak headways are possible 
to all of these destinations. Adding a bus would 
make 10-minute headways possible. In-vehicle 
travel times do increase, but not by much, and wait-
ing times decrease for all routes. Research has 
shown that passengers dislike spending time wait-
ing for the bus much more than they dislike spend-
ing time riding the bus, so they should benefit from 
this change. Also, more frequent midday service 
between UNC Hospitals and Meadowmont helps 
to support additional University-related activities 
there.  
At its western end, the hybrid route reverses direc-
tions from morning to afternoon, much like the S 
Route. At its eastern end, it travels straight to the 
Hedrick Building, making drop-offs outside the 
Friday Center and NC 54 lots. From the Hedrick 
Building, it serves the pick-up areas at both the NC 
54 and Friday Center lots. Midday service is elimi-
nated along some residential streets in Meadow-
mont, which have not had high ridership, and 
through the Exchange office complex, which is 
within walking distance of the revised route. 
In addition to this hybrid route, the G Route would 
still operate during midday in this corridor, provid-
ing service through Glen Lennox and timed trans-
fers to other routes at UNC Hospitals. 
Southern Corridor: Hybrid Route and Stag-
gered Service 
During midday, the NS Route should be modified 
to serve neighborhoods in Southern Village as a 
sort of hybrid route. Regular neighborhood service 
on the NS Route would eliminate the need for mid-
day V Route service, which would mesh well with 
the hybrid route in the eastern corridor.  
The Chatham park-and-ride route should also serve 
the Southern Village park-and-ride lot northbound 
during off-peak times. Southbound, it should drop 
off passengers on 15-501 near the lot (a sidewalk 
would need to be created). This service should be 
staggered with the midday NS Route to provide 
fairly frequent off-peak service between UNC Hos-
pitals and Southern Village.  
Western Corridor: Staggered Corridor Service 
The spread-out nature of destinations to the west 
of the University makes it inefficient to create a 
hybrid route. During off-peak times, the JFX Route 
should not operate. All other routes in this corridor 
should operate as frequently as ridership allows, but 
no less frequently than every hour. All routes con-
necting downtown Carrboro with downtown 
Chapel Hill should be staggered to provide fre-
quent service between the two downtown areas. 
With hourly service on the F Route and new 
Northern Carrboro Route, service every 30 minutes 
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Figure 2.47: Off-peak hybrid route for the eastern corridor, replacing the off-peak FCX, HU, S, and V Routes. 
on the CW Route and western portion of the J 
Route, and service every 20 minutes on the R 
Route, off-peak service connecting the two down-
towns could be provided every 10 minutes or more 
frequently.  
Also, the CW and CPX Routes should be staggered 
with each other to provide more frequent service at 
the Carrboro Plaza park-and-ride lot. Similarly, the 
CM and J Routes should be staggered at the Jones 
Ferry Rd. lot. Ideally, the CPX and CM Routes 
should also be offset, so that the segment of NC 54 
served by both routes would have more frequent 
service. 
Weekend and Evening Service  
In its report, the Chapel Hill Transit 25th Anniver-
sary Committee concluded that the current system 
was geared towards serving commuters and stu-
dents, with less emphasis placed on the needs of 
Chapel Hill residents who have no access to private 
transportation. Their primary recommendation was 
to provide more off-peak service hours to allow 
transit-dependent populations to enjoy more mo-
bility during these times. Figures 2.48 and 2.49 and 
Table 2.11 summarize evening and weekend service 
during Fall 2005. 
One aspect of their recommendation was fulfilled 
in FY 2001-02, as daytime reduced service hours 
were raised to be equivalent to full service hours. 
However, the Committee also requested more night 
and weekend service hours. Additional evening 
service hours since the report was issued have 
largely been allocated to park-and-ride routes, 
which are of little value to transit-dependent people 
working non-standard shifts. 
Off-peak routes described in this plan could be 
extended into the evening on the same headways as 
midday service. Specifically, later service on existing 
routes should replace the TG Evening Route, 
which operated on highly inconvenient 95-minute 
headways. 
Ideally, night service should not depend upon the 
University calendar, because second- or third- shift 
jobs do not end during the summer months. As 
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Figure 2.48: Saturday service, Fall 2005 
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Figure 2.49: Weekday evening and Safe Ride service, Fall 2005 
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Table 2.11: Summary of Full Service evening and weekend routes (Fall 2005) 
 Weekday Evening Routes* First Stop Last Stop Headway 
 CM/CW Route Jones Ferry P&R—Chapel Hill—Carrboro — 9:30 p.m. 50 min. 
 D Route UNC Hospitals—Eastowne — 10:04 p.m. 65 min. 
 HU Route UNC Hospitals—Hedrick Building — 10:25 p.m. 30 min. 
 J Route Carrboro—Chapel Hill—Rock Creek — 12:56 A.M. 60 min. 
 NU Route PR Lot—P Lot—South Campus — 10:40 p.m. 40 min. 
 TG Route Timberlyne—Glen Lennox—University Mall 7:00 p.m. 11:55 p.m. 95 min. 
 V Route Southern Village P&R—Meadowmont — 9:25 p.m. 74 min. 
 Safe Ride Routes    
 G Route Chapel Hill—Finley Forest—Glen Lennox 10:45 p.m. 2:33 a.m. 30 min. 
 J Route Chapel Hill—Rock Creek 10:45 p.m. 2:32 a.m. 30 min. 
 T Route Chapel Hill—Timberlyne 10:45 p.m. 2:30 a.m. 30 min. 
Saturday Routes    
 CM/CW Route Jones Ferry P&R—Chapel Hill—Carrboro 8:30 a.m. 5:33 p.m. 75 min. 
 DM Route Pine Knolls—Chapel Hill—Eastowne 8:29 a.m. 5:28 p.m. 60 min. 
 FG Route Colony Woods—University Mall—Chapel Hill 8:05 a.m. 5:58 p.m. 60 min. 
 JN Route Rock Creek—Chapel Hill—Estes Park 9:00 a.m. 5:56 p.m. 60 min. 
 NU Route PR Lot—P Lot—South Campus 11:30 a.m. 11:30 p.m. 35 min.** 
 T Route Timberlyne—Chapel Hill 8:15 a.m. 6:13 p.m. 60 min. 
 U Route Campus Shuttle 10:30 a.m. 7:08 p.m. 25 min. 
 Sunday Routes    
 NU Route PR Lot—P Lot—South Campus 11:30 a.m. 11:30 p.m. 35 min.** 
 U Route Campus Shuttle 10:30 a.m. 7:08 p.m. 25 min. 
 *Evening routes are those that operate past 8 p.m. Routes with weekday daytime components have no “first stop” time. 
**Became 45 minutes in 2006. 
 Source: Chapel Hill Transit 2006 
with all off-peak services, transfers should be coor-
dinated between night and weekend routes as much 
as possible. Routes that serve high-density housing, 
lower-income neighborhoods, or businesses that 
are open at night should be considered to receive 
more evening operating hours.  
Unlike daytime service, in which many changes are 
suggested by high levels of demand, evening and 
weekend service levels depend on budget con-
straints and minimum acceptable service standards. 
Figure 2.50 presents a revised weekend service 
map. These routes are discussed further in Chapter 
5. Routes are arranged to serve higher-density resi-
dential areas and activity centers; low-density areas 
are served only where convenient as part of these 
routes. The same service shown on Figure 2.50 
could be operated in the evenings.  
Saturday service hours are currently about a tenth 
of weekday service hours. Hours of operation for 
most Saturday routes are between 8 a.m. and 6 
p.m., making it difficult to use transit and still man-
age to work a full day and impossible to work later 
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shifts. Chapter 5 discusses the costs of extended 
service. 
Ideally, Sunday service should match Saturday ser-
vice. As of Fall 2005, Sunday service was limited to 
two University-funded routes that operated during 
full-service periods only. One of these routes, the 
NU Route, had a 28-minute driver break scheduled 
just after 9 p.m. Boarding and alighting survey data 
from Fall 2005 indicated that this bus was com-
pletely full after the driver break. If at all possible, 
driver relief times should be scheduled to allow the 
elimination of this type of break in service. 
Figure 2.50: Proposed revised weekend service. 
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If Chapel Hill Transit can meet all of the current 
needs expressed in Chapter 2, the system will be 
able to meet many of its future needs adequately. If 
the current needs are not met, new developments 
will put additional strains on an already overbur-
dened system. The following sections describe new 
and proposed developments, other factors that may 
impact ridership, general future development pat-
terns and their connection to transit, and equip-
ment related to the provision of transit service. So-
lutions and improvements are suggested through-
out. 
3.1   NEW AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENTS 
Over the planning period, Chapel Hill Transit ser-
vices will be affected by new construction of resi-
dential, commercial and office development within 
the service area. This section discusses approved 
and proposed development. 
Although this plan does not examine proposed de-
velopment in surrounding jurisdictions, such con-
siderations are important in longer-range and re-
gional-scale transit planning. Northern Chatham 
County is growing rapidly, and southwestern Dur-
ham continues to attract new residents affiliated 
with the University. Providing transit service to 
these outlying areas will likely be less efficient than 
limiting service to the Chapel Hill and Carrboro 
municipal boundaries, but the benefits of reduced 
congestion and improved air quality may outweigh 
these costs. 
3.0   FUTURE NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Figure 3.1 shows the location of proposed and ap-
proved new development in the transit service area. 
(Many of the names of developments given in this 
figure are subject to change.) The figure also in-
cludes the quarter-mile buffer around existing bus 
stops. Some of the development is at the periphery 
of Town limits in areas not directly served by exist-
ing transit routes, but most of it would be served by 
routes already proposed in Chapter 2. The follow-
ing paragraphs look at each major area in more de-
tail. 
The University  
Expansion on the University’s main campus is gov-
erned by its Development Plan. During the 2006-
2010 period, the University anticipates adding sub-
stantial numbers of faculty, staff and students on 
the main campus and at outlying locations. Parking 
for students on the main campus will be reduced 
from existing levels, and parking ratios for faculty 
and staff will shrink. In addition, fees for parking 
permits are expected to increase. In the Transporta-
tion Impact Analysis of its Development Plan 
(2006), the University estimates that a total of 3,377 
students and 5,034 employees will be added by 
2010. The Development Plan proposed approxi-
mately 3.6 million square feet of new development 
on the main campus by 2010 (Figure 3.2).  
Of the projected number of new students, it is ex-
pected that 1,946 will reside on the main campus, 
while 1,431 will be commuters. Off-campus resi-
dential developments that will provide housing for 
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students and employees are thus also of interest to 
the University, which recognizes the importance of 
extending transit service to these areas. 
For those University employees and students 
within Chapel Hill Transit’s service area, transit 
access to the main campus will continue to be criti-
cal because of the parking limits in the Develop-
ment Plan. Also, commuter surveys show that the 
residential locations of University employees con-
tinue to spread out away from the campus (see 
Chapter 2). The further away from campus that 
employees and students live, the less likely they are 
to ride transit directly from home to campus. Be-
cause of this out-migration, it is likely that park-
and-ride will become ever more attractive for many 
University-affiliated commuters. An essential com-
ponent of a successful park-and-ride program is an 
effective transit system. More park-and-ride spaces 
and improved transit service to campus will be nec-
essary in high-demand corridors. 
To accommodate expansion of its support facilities, 
the University will likely close the P Lot at Estes 
Rd. and MLK Jr. Blvd. during FY 2006-07. (This 
park-and-ride lot is not to be confused with the 
nearby PR Lot, which is for long-term student vehi-
cle storage and will remain open.) Most of the pas-
sengers using the P Lot will likely switch to the 
Eubanks Rd. park-and-ride lot. This additional de-
mand may create a need for more parking spaces, 
more frequent service on the NS Route, or express 
service on the NS Route south of Westminster Dr. 
Also, the NU Route should be combined with the 
HS Route at this time (see Chapters 2 and 5).  
The University is proceeding with visioning and 
planning exercises for its satellite campus, Carolina 
North. During the planning period, there is no an-
ticipated new development for this property, 
known as the Horace Williams Tract, but it will be 
vital for the University to consider transit in its 
plans. Any long-range transit planning efforts by 
Chapel Hill Transit should dovetail with the Uni-
versity’s long-range plans. 
Downtown Chapel Hill  
Many parts of the downtown area, especially along 
Rosemary St., are undergoing a process of redevel-
opment and intensification. Two public/private 
partnership projects, along with a number of pri-
vate projects, will add residents and activity to the 
downtown area. Because most of this area is al-
ready well-served by transit, these projects will 
likely result in additional ridership.  
Also, as some of these projects are constructed, 
they will temporarily or permanently displace park-
ing downtown. For example, Lot 5 at Rosemary St. 
and Church St. is expected to close in early 2007. 
Reduced parking availability provides an opportu-
nity and a need to improve the quality of transit 
service as an alternative to driving.  
Northern Chapel Hill 
In addition to Carolina North, discussed above, 
there are a number of smaller residential projects 
scattered about the area north of downtown Chapel 
Hill. Many of these developments are served by 
existing routes such as the HS, NS, and T.  
The Chapel Hill North residential component 
could be served by the revised A Route, as dis-
cussed in Chapter 2, and the Sunrise Rd. subdivi-
sion could be served by either the T Route or the 
new route along eastern Weaver Dairy Rd. dis-
cussed in Chapter 2. 
Northeastern U.S. 15-501 
The Eastowne Office Park and the Northeastern 
Gateway development projects have the potential 
to increase activity in the US 15-501 corridor north-
east of Chapel Hill. With a mix of office, commer-
3-5 3  FUTURE NEEDS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
FY 2006-07 - 2010-11 SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  
CHAPEL HILL TRANSIT 
cial and residential uses, the area is poised to see an 
increase in the number of trips generated from ad-
jacent properties. North Carolina Department of 
Transportation projections for US 15-501 already 
show the road carrying interstate-level traffic vol-
umes by 2010. More development in this area will 
only worsen the problem without adequate transit 
services. 
Current bus service in northeastern Chapel Hill is 
provided primarily by the D Route, which operates 
in a large loop covering both sides of US 15-501. 
During peak hours, supplementary service is avail-
able along the CL Route, which also loops through 
the area, serving some of the same stops as the D 
Route. The F and G routes also operate near the 
Northeast Gateway area. Revisions to these routes 
discussed in Chapter 2 would likely suffice to serve 
new developments, but increased frequency of ser-
vice could be warranted. 
Eastern NC 54  
Additional development is anticipated in southeast-
ern Chapel Hill along the NC 54 corridor. This in-
cludes the University Village mixed-use redevelop-
ment project, additions to Meadowmont, and a 
proposed office development east of Barbee 
Chapel Rd. Four Chapel Hill Transit routes operate 
on the NC 54 corridor east of Hamilton Rd., but 
only one, the V Route, provides direct service to 
the Meadowmont village center, apartments, and 
offices. No routes travel east of Meadowmont. 
Both the HU and FCX routes are express routes 
along that portion of NC 54 and make limited 
stops only at park-and-ride lots south of NC 54. 
Any deviation of these routes would extend on-
board commute time for riders. If new develop-
ment east of Meadowmont contains a park-and-
ride lot, it may be viable to provide transit service 
there at that time.  
Carrboro  
The Town of Carrboro has approved several devel-
opment projects within its planning jurisdiction. 
Much of this new development is residential in 
character and in the Town’s northwestern reaches. 
As of Fall 2005, the F Route was the closest route 
to most of this development, but almost all of these 
subdivisions are well outside a quarter-mile walking 
distance to a bus stop. If the current needs for this 
area as identified in Chapter 2 were met, additional 
development in northwestern Carrboro would al-
ready have some degree of transit service on a new 
Northern Carrboro Route. Depending on the tim-
ing and scale of development, a second route may 
need to be added. 
Some redevelopment and new development in 
Carrboro is located near the town center, which has 
good transit service. The new Carrboro High 
School is on the J Route and is anticipated to be 
completed in August of 2007, which will enable the 
J Route to make a one-way loop along BPW Club 
Rd. and Rock Haven Rd.  
The Rose Walk development is expected to include 
a completed street connection from Berryhill Dr. to 
Old Fayetteville Rd. near the Jones Ferry Rd. park-
and-ride lot. When this connection is complete, the 
CM Route should be rerouted through the Berryhill 
neighborhood.  
3.2   OTHER RIDERSHIP IMPACTS 
Park-and-Ride Lots 
If current policies continue, Chapel Hill Transit will 
need to invest in more park-and-ride lots in the 
future. The lots encourage people to use mass tran-
sit instead of driving automobiles into the town 
center. The success of the park-and-ride system 
depends on the scarcity and pricing of parking 
downtown and at the University. 
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Several park-and-ride facilities, such as the P Lot, 
PR Lot, and Eubanks Rd. Lot, exist north of down-
town Chapel Hill. The University’s PR Lot is re-
served for long-term storage of student vehicles. As 
discussed earlier in this chapter, the University an-
ticipates that commuter parking at the P Lot will 
decrease significantly. The Town-operated Eubanks 
Rd. lot may need to be expanded as P Lot parkers 
are displaced. 
Along U.S. 15-501 south of Chapel Hill, two park-
and-ride lots served the dispersed commuting 
population from Chatham County as of Fall 2005. 
One Town lot, the Southern Village Park-and-Ride 
Lot, and one University lot, in northern Chatham 
County, existed in this corridor.  
The one major corridor into town which has lacked 
a park-and-ride facility is U.S. 15-501 north of 
Chapel Hill. Discussions by Town, University, and 
transit officials have envisioned a facility in the area 
of Sage Rd. As of Fall 2005, the University has 
been in talks with the Chapel Hill Bible Church to 
lease part of their existing lot. Also, in Fall 2005, 
the Town of Chapel Hill received funding to begin 
identifying suitable sites for a Town-operated lot in 
this corridor, which stretches from East Franklin 
St. in Chapel Hill to Garrett Rd. in Durham. If lots 
in this corridor could accommodate the volume of 
commuters arriving in the corridor, the existing 
park-and-ride lots along eastern NC 54 would have 
excess capacity in 2010 (see Table 3.1). 
Some University-owned lots are assigned to em-
ployees without regard to the employee’s commut-
ing corridor, meaning that cross-town traffic may 
actually increase if this practice continues into the 
future. For example, the PH or Hedrick Lot draws 
UNC Hospitals employees from all directions, not 
just from NC 54 East. This effect diminishes the 
value of park-and-ride as a way to reduce conges-
tion. 
The location of the park-and-ride facilities has a 
large impact on their utilization and convenience 
for commuters. With no public park-and-ride facil-
ity on 15-501 North, the NC 54 Lot overflows, 
and some commuters may drive across town 
to find lots that are not full. Some transit riders 
also use shopping center and apartment com-
munity parking lots as informal park-and-ride 
services.  
Combined, two unique aspects of Chapel 
Transit, its fare-free nature and its extensive 
park-and-ride system, make an interesting im-
plication. Because a significant chunk of fund-
ing comes from the University, its employees 
and students help pay for the system. And be-
cause local ad valorem property taxes are ear-
marked for transit, those who own property in 
Chapel Hill and Carrboro also contribute reve-
nue. Passengers who do not own property in 
either town and are not affiliated with the Uni-
versity get truly free rides (ignoring state and 
Corridor 
Future  
Demand* 
Fall 2005 
Supply 
Spaces 
Needed 
15-501 North and 
Erwin Rd. 1,404 0 1,404 
15-501 South 686 400** 286 
NC 54 East 1,190 1,433 -243 
NC 54 West and  
Jones Ferry Rd. 717 540 177 
NC 86 North 754 718 36 
TOTALS 4,751 3,091 1,660 
*Includes current demand plus 2,763 more employees and commuting 
students and 261 new users resulting from University-defined “natural 
growth” through 2010. 
** This corridor now also includes the Chatham park-and-ride lot, mak-
ing the total supply of spaces greater than the demand. 
Table 3.1. Estimated demand for park-and-ride service, 
2010. 
 
Source: The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Development Plan 
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federal taxes that they may pay). Free peripheral 
park-and-ride lots greatly increase the likelihood 
that riders will be from out-of-town. From the per-
spective of area business owners, this may be desir-
able, because these riders may spend money in 
town. However, their transit trips are funded by 
property owners, University students, and Univer-
sity employees. Into the future, this may become a 
significant burden on the funding partners. 
As park-and-ride lots become more crowded over 
the planning period, the transit partners should 
consider charging market prices for parking at pe-
ripheral Town-owned lots. Because University lots 
require permits ensuring that parkers are affiliated 
with the University, only Town lots should be 
priced. Alternatively, all lots might instead accept 
University permits in lieu of payment. This strategy 
would have a second positive outcome: it would 
reduce the number of people who live near fixed-
route transit service yet drive to park-and-ride lots 
rather than boarding their neighborhood buses.  
Without market pricing of park-and-ride lots, 
neighborhood bus service to areas past those lots is 
likely to be unsuccessful. Many residents will drive 
to a park-and-ride lot to get faster, more frequent 
service than can be provided on neighborhood 
routes. 
Parking Pricing 
Parking policies are important outside park-and-
ride lots as well. The high level of ridership carried 
by Chapel Hill Transit is directly related to the 
availability and pricing of parking at the University 
and in downtown Chapel Hill. Some passengers do 
not have cars available to them. Others have cars 
but choose to ride the bus for convenience or envi-
ronmental reasons. Far more riders have vehicles 
available but choose the bus instead because con-
venient parking is unavailable or costly at their des-
tinations (see Chapter 1).  
Parking can be a dangerous topic. Businesses often 
clamor for as much free parking as possible, and 
residents may complain when parking is perceived 
to be unavailable. Applying market pricing to park-
ing in high-demand areas can solve the availability 
problem and reduce traffic, but it is only viable 
when there is an alternative to driving. Chapel Hill 
Transit must provide that alternative in the form of 
increasingly more attractive transit options. If tran-
sit services are to improve in secondary nodes such 
as Meadowmont and downtown Carrboro, the 
price of parking at such locations may need to be 
leveraged as it is in downtown Chapel Hill. 
Also, the hours of parking pricing should coincide 
with the hours of high-quality bus service. If eve-
ning parking becomes a problem, pricing should be 
implemented for those times, and evening transit 
service should be improved. Only when parking is 
free and not filled to capacity can bus service be 
provided at the minimal acceptable service levels, 
which should correspond to adopted service stan-
dards.  
Passenger Information System 
Chapel Hill Transit anticipates implementing a real-
time passenger information system near the begin-
ning of FY 2006-07. This system will consist of 
automatic vehicle location devices on all buses and 
variable message signs at 13 bus stops. The signs 
will inform passengers of the arrival times and 
routes of the next buses to arrive; this information 
will also be available to passengers online. 
By improving the convenience of riding the bus, 
the passenger information system will likely in-
crease ridership somewhat, placing additional de-
mands on the bus system. The automatic vehicle 
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location technology should also help to evaluate 
on-time performance and other issues related to 
operations (see Chapter 2).  
Future Development Patterns  
With the exception of the large Horace Williams 
Tract, Chapel Hill is largely built-out, and Carrboro 
is quickly exhausting the buildable land within its 
municipal limits and planning area. In Chapel Hill, 
decisions have also been made to limit the geo-
graphic extent of the Town and to conserve numer-
ous close-in neighborhoods of primarily single-
family housing. However, both towns also continue 
to push for affordable housing, which means that 
more dwelling units must be added, along with sup-
porting businesses. As a result, the future develop-
ment pattern of the service area is likely to be one 
of higher density in certain strategic areas. 
The Town of Chapel Hill has begun the process of 
identifying opportunity areas for intensification. 
These are locations that would be suitable for addi-
tional development and that would serve as rela-
tively dense, mixed-use nodes of activity outside the 
downtown area. Most of the intensification areas 
are currently shopping centers with large amounts 
of surface parking, which could be redeveloped 
with housing, retail, and office uses. One key to the 
success of this initiative will be high-quality transit 
service linking the activity centers, enabling their 
residents to have lower-than-typical rates of auto 
ownership. The relationship goes both ways, how-
ever: without increased density, high-quality transit 
service would be impractical and inefficient. 
Intensification areas are not likely to be redevel-
oped during the planning period for this plan, but 
the process of identifying them and planning for 
them will continue. Because of the link between 
transit and land use, it will be crucial for representa-
tives of Chapel Hill Transit to play a role in this 
planning process. 
3.3   AVAILABLE EQUIPMENT 
The vehicle fleet and operations facility are capital 
items that control the expansion of service. With-
out enough vehicles or the space to store and main-
tain them, many of the elements of this plan cannot 
be implemented. 
Vehicle Fleet 
Chapel Hill Transit's vehicle fleet must expand to 
keep pace with increasing service hours and ex-
panding ridership. A primary concern of this plan is 
to ensure that the agency has enough buses to op-
erate its service efficiently and reliably.  
The standard Chapel Hill Transit vehicle is a 35-
foot diesel-powered bus. As of Fall 2005, Chapel 
Hill Transit owned 83 of these vehicles. The agency 
also had three smaller mini-buses, which can allow 
greater flexibility in providing neighborhood transit 
services. Table 3.2 provides more details on the bus 
fleet. Chapel Hill Transit also operated 12 lift-
equipped vans for EZ Rider services, five vans and 
minivans for Shared Ride Feeder Service, three 
maintenance trucks, and 12 supervisory and sup-
port vehicles (see Table 3.2).  
Chapel Hill Transit replaces buses after 12 years of 
service, at which point federal funding becomes 
available for replacement buses. Any additional 
years of service from a bus will probably reduce 
long-term capital expenditures, although resale 
value of the buses will decrease and maintenance 
costs may increase. Unlike buying a new car, the 
process of ordering and purchasing a new bus re-
quires approximately two years. For this reason, it 
is important to predict future expansion needs and 
begin the process early. 
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Table 3.2. Chapel Hill Transit fleet inventory, January 2006. 
Vehicle type Year Make Model Quantity  Replacement Year 
     
Fixed Route Services     
35' transit bus  1988 Twin Coach  3 N/A 
35' transit bus 1990 TMC RTS 13 Refurbished 2005-2006 
35' transit bus 1995 Gillig Phantom 20 2007 
35' transit bus 1996 Gillig Phantom 8 2008 
35' transit bus 1998 Nova RTS 12 2010 
25' mini-bus 2000 Champion Defender 3 2007 
35' transit bus 2001 Volvo Nova 17 2013 
35' transit bus 2002 Volvo Nova 10 2014 
      
EZ Rider     
Lift-equipped van 1996 Dodge  1 Spare* 
Lift-equipped van 1998 Dodge  1 Spare 
Lift-equipped van 2000 Dodge  5 2004* 
Lift-equipped van 2003 Dodge  3 2007 
Lift-equipped van 2005 Dodge Sprinter 3 2009 
* Six lift-equipped vans are on order to replace the 1996 and 2000 Dodge vans.  
      
Shared Ride Feeder Service      
15-passenger van 2002 Dodge  1 2006 
Minivan 2003 Dodge Caravan 1 2007 
Minivan 2004 Dodge Caravan 2 2008 
Minivan 2006 Dodge Caravan 1 2010 
      
Maintenance      
Pickup truck 1994 Ford F-250 1 To be replaced 
Pickup truck 1997 Ford  1 2001 
Pickup truck 2005 Dodge  1 2009 
      
  
15-passenger van 1997 Dodge  1 Retained for expansion 
Station wagon 1999 Ford Taurus 2 Retained for expansion 
Sport utility vehicle 1999 Ford Explorer 1 2003 
Station wagon 2000 Ford Taurus 3 2004 
Station wagon 2000 Oldsmobile  1 2004 
Sport utility vehicle 2003 Dodge Durango 1 2007 
Minivan 2003 Dodge Caravan 1 2007 
Sport utility vehicle 2006 Ford Escape Hybrid 2 2010 
Supervisory, Support, and Driver Relief Shuttles  
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Over the five-year planning period, Chapel Hill 
Transit anticipates being able to expand its bus fleet 
by 28 buses. The three Champion Defender mini-
buses (see Table 3.2) will reach the end of their 
seven-year service life in FY 2007-08. Three new 
full-size buses will replace them, leaving the total 
number of buses unchanged. FY 2007-08 will also 
see 20 Gilligs reach their 12-year replacement point; 
eight more will do so the next year. Federal funds 
will then cover the purchase of 28 new replacement 
buses. The Gilligs have been reasonably reliable 
and will be suitable for refurbishing, so a fleet ex-
pansion will be achieved by extending the lives of 
these 28 buses. However, this will not occur until 
FY 2007-08 at the earliest. Until that point, there is 
likely to be a significant gap between the number of 
buses in the fleet and the number of buses neces-
sary to operate all the recommended services (see 
Chapter 5). 
Additional buses will be needed to handle increased 
demand and crowding on current routes, to provide 
service on new routes, and to reduce peak-hour 
headways. Table 3.3 estimates these needs. The 
number of buses required for service can be calcu-
lated given the headway, route mileage and average 
speed. Route mileage for new and modified routes 
can be estimated, and average speed can be as-
sumed based on past experience and estimations of 
future traffic flow. This approach is used in Chap-
ter 5 to arrive at cost estimates.  
When purchasing new vehicles, Chapel Hill Transit 
should consider buying some larger vehicles than it 
currently operates. The standard vehicle could be-
come a 40-foot bus, which is slightly larger than 
what is used currently. Articulated buses, often 60 
feet long with a joint in the middle to ease turning, 
could help alleviate some capacity problems. How-
ever, they should only be used on routes where 
overcrowding is experienced at five- to ten-minute 
frequencies, such as the FCX Route. Operating a 
huge bus once every 30 minutes is not the ideal way 
to accommodate passengers; instead, standard 
buses should run more and more frequently until 
headways are under 10 minutes, at which point lar-
ger vehicles should be considered.  
If the service area of fixed routes 
steadily increases over the next several 
years, as this plan proposes, the area 
served by Shared Ride Feeder Zones 
will diminish. The number of vehicles 
needed for this service will likewise 
decrease, along with associated main-
tenance expenditures. 
However, ridership of the EZ Rider 
van service will probably continue to 
increase. Chapel Hill’s population will 
incorporate more college students 
during the planning period, but the 
Town will also continue to be a place 
for retirees to settle. Over time, this 
aging segment of the population is 
Table 3.3: Fleet availability for new peak-hour service, based on 
priority levels in Chapter 5. 
Fiscal 
Year 
Fleet 
Size 
Peak 
Buses  
Needed 
Spares  
(15% ratio) 
Available 
Buses 
2005-06 86 56 13 17 
2006-07 86 71  13 2 
2007-08 109 
98 
17 -6 
2008-09 117 18 1 
2009-10 117 
125 
18 -26 
2010-11 129 20 -16 
Notes: The fleet size includes 23 expansion buses that could arrive in 2007, eight 
more in 2008, and 12 more in 2010. Priority levels are defined in Chapter 5. Peak 
usage is for fixed routes only, excluding trippers and special-event services. As of 
spring 2006, as many as 8 additional peak buses operated as trippers. Available 
buses could be used for trippers or special-event services. 
Priority 
Level 
(Current) 
Tier One 
Tier Two 
Tier 
Three 
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likely to require more service from the EZ Rider 
program. This concern was also raised by the 25th 
Anniversary Committee. 
As the size of the passenger fleet grows, so must 
the number of service and administrative cars, vans 
and trucks. In addition to their use in the Shared 
Ride program, station wagons transport relief 
drivers to meet buses and bring drivers back to the 
operations facility after their shifts. Since more 
routes and buses will be on the road, more drivers 
and cars will be needed to replace those drivers 
when their shifts are done. 
Trucks owned by Chapel Hill Transit are used for 
maintenance in the field. Again, if the bus fleet 
expands, the number of service trucks might need 
to be increased. A doubling of the bus fleet requires 
the addition of at least one truck in order to ensure 
that disabled buses can be serviced at all times. 
Maintenance Facility and Equipment 
Since 1977, Chapel Hill Transit’s operations and 
maintenance facilities have been located on the 
University’s Horace Williams tract off what is now 
MLK Jr. Blvd. Because the lease expires on Decem-
ber 31, 2006 and will not be renewed, this 21,000-
square-foot operations and maintenance facility 
must be vacated by the end of 2006. A new Town 
Operations Center on Millhouse Rd. in the north-
west corner of Chapel Hill will house these func-
tions along with other Town departments and is 
scheduled to be completed by that time. 
Relocation will affect Chapel Hill Transit in various 
ways. First, additional deadheading time and mile-
age will be added to most routes as buses travel 
between the operations facility and the endpoints 
of routes. On average, a bus could be expected to 
leave five minutes earlier than current departure 
times. This will not significantly impact service, but 
the additional fuel and operator hours required will 
affect overhead costs.  
The second effect of relocation will have much 
more bearing on the services that Chapel Hill Tran-
sit is able to provide. At $43 million, designing and 
constructing the new facility is the single largest 
capital project in the Town’s history; the price tag 
of the transit portion alone is over $22 million. Ac-
cording to Chapel Hill’s Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report for FY 2003-04, approximately 
$25 million of the total cost is not covered by 
grants. This construction might come at the ex-
pense of other capital, such as adding more buses 
or improving passenger facilities.  
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This chapter expresses some of the financial as-
pects of Chapel Hill Transit. The first section de-
scribes the agency’s funding sources and revenue. 
The second section looks at expenditures, and the 
chapter concludes with a look at some elements of 
the FY 2006-07 budget. 
4.1   SOURCES OF FUNDING 
Chapel Hill Transit receives revenue from two ma-
jor sources: users of the system and governmental 
agencies. The former is referred to as operating 
revenue and is dependent on the quality and quan-
tity of transit service provided. The latter is called 
non-operating revenue and is usually appropriated 
based on factors such as municipal population or 
property-tax receipts. As a fare-free system since 
January 2002, Chapel Hill Transit relies primarily 
upon non-operating revenue sources. These include 
local ad valorem property taxes, cost-sharing ar-
rangements with Carrboro and the University, fed-
eral and state operating assistance and grants, and 
miscellaneous local income such as vehicle licensing 
fees and advertising inside buses. Operating costs 
above or below revenues are typically offset with 
adjustments to the property tax, and any year-end 
operating revenues in excess of expenses are re-
bated to Carrboro and the University based on 
their share of operations. The Town of Chapel Hill 
has historically maintained unusually high bond 
ratings for a municipality of its size. This helps to 
keep the cost of debt low.  
4.0   BUDGET AND SOURCES OF FUNDING 
Figure 4.1 shows the sources of revenue for the 
transit system from FY 1995-96 through 2004-05. 
Farebox revenues, which include transit pass sales 
and cash fares, remained between 24 and 31 per-
cent of total revenue from FY 1995-96 to FY 2001-
02. Since January 2002, all weekday service has 
been fare-free, so farebox revenues have dropped 
to nearly zero. The system still receives fares from 
Tar Heel Express service to special events and 
from Shared Ride Evening and Sunday service. Af-
ter January 2002, non-operating revenue expanded 
to fill the gap left by decreased farebox revenue. 
Contributions from the stakeholders also rose in 
FY 2002-03 and 2003-04 as a result of increased 
service hours. 
Local sources of funding are the Towns of Chapel 
Hill and Carrboro and the University. Their com-
bined share of revenue was about 66 percent in FY 
2004-05 (Figure 4.1). Approximately 38 percent of 
all FY 2004-05 revenue came from the University, a 
percentage that has grown substantially over time.  
The state of North Carolina did not begin to pro-
vide monetary assistance for transit until 1994. 
Now, state funding is based on total funds avail-
able, service hours, and productivity, so when the 
system adds service or carries more passengers, it 
gets more funding. After becoming fare-free, this 
provides one of the only incentives for the system 
to increase ridership. Federal funding is based on 
population and route mileage, so it does not in-
crease as much when the system becomes more 
productive. For capital costs such as vehicle re-
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routes provide express service to University park-
and-ride lots and act as campus circulators.  
After subtracting new service and University-
funded service, the amount of state and federal op-
erating assistance is subtracted. The remaining ex-
penses are then divided between Chapel Hill, Carr-
boro, and the University based on population. As 
of Spring 2006, the funding splits were as shown in 
Table 4.1.  
One problem with the formula is that its provision 
for first-year funding discourages the creation of 
new service. A route that would benefit all of the 
stakeholders is unlikely to be created if one entity 
must cover all of its costs. Also, the population-
placement, federal funds cover 80 percent; state 
and local funds each cover ten percent. As dis-
cussed below, these local funds are accumulated 
over the years in a Capital Reserve Fund.  
For more detailed financial information, readers 
may wish to consult the archived annual budgets of 
the Town of Chapel Hill, available on its Web site.  
Funding Formula 
The funding formula used by the transit partners is 
the basis for annual negotiations with the Univer-
sity and Carrboro. Details of the funding formula 
can be found in the contract with the transit part-
ners, but its basics are outlined here.  
System local net cost is allocated to the three part-
ners on the basis of population. However, any new 
service must be funded in its first year entirely by 
the entity that proposes it. After that point, its 
funding is split using the formula. Also, the Univer-
sity pays in full for certain routes each year, includ-
ing the FCX, HU, NU, RU, and U Routes. These 
Partner Population Percentage 
Chapel Hill 51,519 45.83% 
Carrboro 17,648 15.70% 
The University 43,251 38.47% 
Table 4.1: Spring 2006 funding split among the 
transit partners. 
Figure 4.1: Chapel Hill Transit total revenue, FY 1995-96 to 2004-05 
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based formula does not provide a direct incentive 
to increase ridership.  
4.2   EXPENDITURES 
During FY 2004-05, Chapel Hill Transit’s total op-
erations budget was about $9.83 million, and Figure 
4.2 provides a summary of system expenditures 
from FY 1995-96 through 2004-05. Transit expense 
categories are defined by Federal Transit Admini-
stration reporting guidelines. With present trends, 
operations accounts for 74% of expenses, admini-
stration 5%, maintenance 15%, and non-
departmental costs for the remaining 6%.  
Total expenses remained relatively constant 
through FY 1998-99. Since then, expenses rose 
steadily, driven primarily by increases in the catego-
ries of operations and maintenance, reflecting the 
expansion of the system. The “non-departmental” 
category includes fund transfers for transportation 
capital matching grants to meet the local funding 
requirements of state and 
federal capital grants. 
These funds are kept in a 
Capital Reserve Fund for 
future matching grants 
for vehicles and the new 
operations and mainte-
nance facility discussed in 
Chapter 3. 
Costs can increase even 
as service hours stay the 
same. Reasons for this 
can include salary in-
creases, additional admin-
istrative staff, higher fuel 
costs, more maintenance 
expenditures, and higher 
costs of health insurance 
and other labor benefits. 
Between FY 2000-01 and 2004-05, Chapel Hill 
Transit’s expenditures have grown by an average of 
10 percent each year, much of which was for ser-
vice expansions. Assuming this rate of growth is 
sustained throughout the planning period, the tran-
sit budget will rise to approximately $17.7 million 
by FY 2010-11, the final year covered by this plan.  
Figure 4.3 shows the actual and projected budget 
for Chapel Hill Transit from FY 2000-01 through 
FY 2010-11. The finance department of the Town 
of Chapel Hill has made preliminary revenue and 
cost projections through FY 2009-10 that predict 
expenses of around $15 million in FY 2009-10, as-
suming that the system continues operating the 
same routes and at the same service levels as cur-
rently. The projection shown in Figure 4.3 for the 
same year is $16.1 million. Estimates of available 
funds for transit improvements in FY 2007-08 
through 2010-11 (Years 2 through 5 of this plan) 
are in Figure 4.4. 
Figure 4.2: Chapel Hill Transit operating expenditures, FY 1995-96 to 2004-05 
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Figure 4.3: Chapel Hill Transit operating expenditures, FY 2000-01 through 2010-11. 
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Capital Costs 
Capital costs are most often incurred through the 
purchase of rolling stock. When new 35-foot buses 
were purchased in 2002, the cost of each was ap-
proximately $271,000. Three 25-foot minibuses 
were purchased in 2001 for 
$120,488 each, but they have a 
seven-year service life, as opposed 
to the 12-year life of full-size buses. 
The cost of a new full-size bus 
equipped with automated vehicle 
location technology (see Chapter 3) 
is estimated at $320,000. Chapel Hill 
Transit has also considered purchas-
ing a hybrid bus, which would have 
lower emissions and use less fuel, 
for about $350,000. 
When a bus reaches the end of its 
service life, it can be refurbished 
rather than retired. By replacing ma-
jor mechanical components and 
adding new technologies but retaining the chassis 
and other components, an additional seven years of 
service can be provided at a cost of around 
Figure 4.4: Estimated revenue available for transit improvements 
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$200,000 for each bus. The refurbishment of rolling 
stock is considered a capital expense.  
Capital costs can also be incurred by improvements 
to buildings and facilities. If the bus fleet increases 
in number as forecasted, the repair facilities may 
need to be expanded. Hybrid buses and vehicles 
with advanced technology may also require up-
graded maintenance equipment. 
Service Supply and Consumption 
Expenditures can be examined from a supply or 
demand perspective. Both offer a means by which 
to evaluate the efficiency of the system in providing 
transit services to the community. 
On the supply side, because most expenses are re-
lated to personnel salaries, the unit of analysis is 
total cost per service hour. This measures how 
much the stakeholders paid for every hour of tran-
sit service the community received. Figure 4.5 re-
flects the hourly cost from FY 1995-96 through 
2004-05. Over this period, the system has paid an 
average of $61.25 for every vehicle-hour of transit 
service provided. 
Note that expenditures include costs associated 
with administration and maintenance, as well as 
direct operating costs. Also, this data is for the en-
tire system, aggregated across all fixed-route and 
demand-responsive services. For FY 2004-05, 
Chapel Hill Transit calculated a marginal unit cost 
of $57.36 for each additional vehicle-hour of new 
fixed-route service. 
The demand side of expenditures measures how 
much the Town paid for each trip taken by a pas-
senger, and the unit of analysis is total cost per 
unlinked passenger trip. Figure 4.6 shows the cost 
per unlinked passenger trip from FY 1995-96 
through 2004-05. This value has fluctuated signifi-
cantly over time, but the stakeholders have paid an 
average of $2.08 for every trip taken by a passenger 
on Chapel Hill Transit since FY 1995-96. In FY 
2004-05, ridership increases without significant ser-
vice expansions caused this cost to drop to $1.84. 
4.3   OVERVIEW OF FY 2006-07 BUDGET 
Because the budget for FY 2006-07 will have been 
completed by the time this plan is published, the 
plan presents suggestions beginning with FY 2007-
08. However, highlights from FY 2005-06 and the 
preliminary estimates for the transportation portion 
of the FY 2006-07 Town budget will be reviewed 
here.  
According to a memorandum from Chapel Hill’s 
finance department, the state subsidy to the transit 
system for FY 2005-06 increased to $3,390,000, 
which was $896,000 above what the Town had 
budgeted. Year-to-date costs for personnel, fuel, 
and maintenance in the transportation department 
were over budget, partly due to overtime pay needs 
and unusually low maintenance costs in the previ-
ous year.  
For FY 2006-07, a number of factors impact the 
budget. Fuel costs are anticipated to increase by 
approximately 20 cents per gallon, and many Town 
vehicles will travel farther to reach the new Town 
Operations Center. A three-month transition pe-
riod is expected during which both the old and new 
facilities would be in use, adding overhead costs. 
Personnel expenses will also rise due to an 11 per-
cent increase in the cost of medical benefits and a 
12 percent increase in workers’ compensation costs. 
The Town estimates receiving a total General Fund 
revenue of about $47 million and a carryover of 
$800,000 from FY 2005-06.  
Table 4.2 shows FY 2006-07 revenue estimates for 
the Transportation Fund compared to budgeted 
and estimated revenues from FY 2005-06. Continu-
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Figure 4.5: Cost per service hour, FY 1995-96 through 2004-05 
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Figure 4.6: Cost per passenger trip, FY 1995-96 through 2004-05 
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ing current routes and 
fare-free service is ex-
pected to cost about $13.2 
million in FY 2006-07, so 
costs will exceed revenues 
by about $683,800. This is 
without providing any 
new or revised service. 
In addition, Chapel Hill 
Transit has proposed 
three new expenditures 
for FY 2006-07: a morn-
ing U Express Route, a 
Bible Church Park-and-
Ride Route, and shared-
ride feeder service to 
Carrboro. These services 
are described in Chapter 2 
of this plan. In accor-
dance with the funding 
formula discussed earlier, 
the University will pay for 
the U Express and Bible 
Church routes, which 
Chapel Hill Transit has 
estimated will cost 
$215,357 annually. Carr-
boro Feeder Service, 
which is actually sched-
uled to start late in FY 
2005-06, will cost about 
$76,541 annually. 
Further budgetary analy-
ses may need to be performed to help guide deci-
sions. The following chapter of this plan presents 
potential transit improvements and their costs. 
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Category 
FY 2005-06 Budget  
As Amended 
FY 2005-06  
Estimated 
FY 2006-07  
Preliminary Estimates 
Chapel Hill Contribution $2,657,000 $2,657,000 $2,716,000 
Federal Operating Assistance 1,116,000 1,116,000 1,115,000 
State Operating Assistance 2,500,000 3,396,000 2,934,000 
University Contract 4,659,000 4,659,000 4,659,000 
Carrboro Contract 907,000 907,000 907,000 
Operating Revenue 417,000 417,000 417,000 
Appropriated Fund Balance 383,000 -  - 
TOTAL 12,639,000 13,152,000 12,748,000 
Table 4.2: Transportation Fund preliminary revenue estimates for FY 2006-07 
Source: Town of Chapel Hill Finance Department 
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CHAPTER 5: RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTION ITEMS 
As Chapel Hill Transit grapples with meeting its cur-
rent needs, it must also look to the future. Attracting 
new riders will require headway reductions and route 
extensions to areas currently under development or 
underserved by the existing network. 
This chapter sets out a program of proposed service 
improvements along with estimated costs. The tim-
ing of these proposals is flexible, but they are priori-
tized to help in decision-making. Here, the solutions 
and improvements identified in Chapters 2 and 3 are 
examined with regard to costs and fiscal constraints 
presented in Chapter 4 in order to produce recom-
mended action items. 
5.1   GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section presents several general or miscellane-
ous recommendations for Chapel Hill Transit. In 
addition to the introduction of new routes and 
modification of current routes, these changes 
improve efficiency and respond to customer needs. 
Some items incorporate recommendations from the 
25th Anniversary Committee. 
Make short-term adjustments. Two no-cost ad-
justments that can be made immediately were sug-
gested by comments from the University: first, where 
buses tend to run late or early, adjust the printed 
schedules to more accurately reflect that; and second, 
modify layover locations to occur where they will not 
inconvenience passengers. 
Improve driver training. While most drivers are 
professional and courteous, rider comments have 
indicated that some drivers may be in need of a re-
fresher course. Comprehensive performance reviews 
and incentives are one possibility. 
Expand service hours. The Committee recom-
mended that Chapel Hill Transit expand service 
hours to meet the needs of Chapel Hill residents 
who are not affiliated with the University. The Com-
mittee recognized the need for expanded service 
hours during the evening and on weekends to ac-
commodate transportation needs of transit-
dependent residents. The end of this chapter pre-
sents cost estimates for improved weekend service 
and extended evening service. 
Extend service beyond the current service area. 
A significant change to Chapel Hill Transit’s service 
would occur if the Town no longer limited transit 
service to the municipalities of Chapel Hill and Carr-
boro. Several of the new routes proposed in this plan 
extend outside the area but could reduce traffic 
downtown and on arterial roads.  
Revise service standards. In general, Chapel Hill 
Transit service standards are in need of revision in 
order to remain useful. For example, overcrowding is 
one of the system’s major challenges, yet there is no 
official relevant service standard to guide decisions. 
Other standards are theoretically meaningful but 
have been very difficult to measure in practice. Re-
vising Chapel Hill Transit’s service standards is be-
yond the scope of this document but should be con-
sidered as a way to improve the planning process in 
the future. Appendix A contains a summary of the 
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Transit staff and University students could identify 
high-volume bus stops that present pedestrian-safety 
concerns. 
Plan for transit transfer facilities. The possibility 
of a transit transfer center in downtown Chapel Hill 
has been discussed in the past, including in Chapel 
Hill’s Comprehensive Plan. While planning for this 
facility should continue, it would also be useful to 
examine the feasibility of adding smaller-scale trans-
fer facilities in other parts of the service area. 
Coordinate service with DATA and TTA. The 
growth of the Triangle area and increased commuta-
tion between Raleigh, Durham and Chapel Hill have 
led to congestion on thoroughfares throughout the 
region. By coordinating Chapel Hill Transit sched-
ules with those of DATA and TTA, more Chapel 
Hill residents may be inclined to use transit. 
Advocate supportive land-use and market poli-
cies. Dispersed land-use patterns make it difficult to 
provide fixed-route bus service. Even where land 
uses are appropriate, many people are not likely to 
ride the bus without a deterrent to driving. The nega-
tive environmental and societal costs of everyone 
driving alone are enormous, but car drivers typically 
do not pay those costs.  
Supportive land-use policies are important if transit 
service is to be economical and competitive with the 
automobile. Nodes or corridors of higher-density 
uses are much better able to support high-quality 
transit service than are low-density areas. Mixing of 
uses can allow more efficient travel flows and en-
courage more walking, which also helps transit by 
getting cars off the road.  
For transit service, the most important market poli-
cies limit the desirability of traveling by car. Parking 
pricing, though often politically difficult, is crucial 
for viable transit service in a place where most peo-
ple own cars. In the parking business, details matter, 
types of performance measures that could be imple-
mented. 
Specifically, the ability to complete segment-level 
analyses would be beneficial. The Committee sug-
gested that Chapel Hill Transit institute separate 
evaluation metrics for weekday service, weekend 
service and evening service to prevent elimination of 
off-peak routes that do not meet the highest 
standard of weekday service. 
Rename routes. The current naming system does 
not always indicate routes’ service areas, and the 
Committee recommended that Chapel Hill Transit 
rename its routes to clarify service areas. Also, the 
letter-based route names become more confusing as 
the system operates more routes than there are let-
ters in the alphabet. A corridor-based numbering 
scheme could serve this purpose. Each route would 
be named by a number rather than a letter, so that 
routes on the northern corridor would be 1 through 
5, the northeastern corridor would be 10 through 15, 
etc. Higher-numbered routes might be longer. (In 
this plan, new and revised routes utilize the current 
naming scheme.) 
Improve bus stop facilities and access. A data-
base of all bus stops and their facilities should be 
maintained so that the needs of riders can be 
accommodated efficiently. Each stop should have an 
easy-to-read schedule posted, and each stop should 
be clearly marked with the names of routes that 
serve it. Similarly, stops with high boarding demand 
should have shelters and other facilities (see Chapter 
2). These efforts must be ongoing as the transit sys-
tem changes, rather than one-time fixes. 
Related concerns include safe access to bus stops 
and the safety of waiting passengers. Chapel Hill 
Transit should coordinate with the University to au-
dit all bus stops for safety and accessibility issues, 
allowing improvements to be prioritized. Chapel Hill 
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such as whether spaces are sold by the hour, day, 
month, or year: after buying a semester-long park-
ing permit, a driver has little incentive to use transit 
on some days. For promoting the use of alternative 
means of transportation, it is much better to charge 
based on use of a parking space. That way, people 
can save money by using transit only one or two 
days a week. It also introduces the possibility of 
charging higher prices when demand is greater. 
Ideally, all parking revenue from the Towns and the 
University should be put towards the provision of 
transit services. Drivers must pay for the privilege 
to park, but if their fees go towards transit service, 
they are given an alternative to driving. At this time, 
Chapel Hill’s parking revenue goes into a parking 
fund, coving maintenance, staffing, and debt on 
parking facilities.  
Collaborate with University classes. Most years, 
the Department of City and Regional Planning of-
fers a course on public transportation. This course 
is an excellent opportunity for Chapel Hill Transit 
to partner with students to obtain analyses and 
data. The audit of bus stops described earlier is one 
example where such collaboration could benefit all 
parties. 
Examine ways to cut costs. One way to find 
money for improved service is by lowering the cost 
of providing it. As the system operates more and 
more service hours, more part-time drivers should 
be hired rather than paying existing drivers more 
and more overtime. University students can pro-
vide a relatively cheap source of part-time labor, 
and they often tend to be available at times when 
other personnel may not be. Other universities op-
erate successful transit systems that are at least 
partly student-run. At the same time, non-student 
transit employees should continue to receive com-
petitive wages and benefits. 
Create a long-range transit plan. By many ac-
counts, the global demand for oil is beginning to 
exceed global production capacity, or is expected to 
do so soon. Planning ahead can smooth the transi-
tion to a less oil-dependent society that will almost 
certainly include a greater role for public transpor-
tation. 
Compared to other communities of similar size, the 
Chapel Hill-Carrboro area has a head start in terms 
of transit service. In order to maintain that advan-
tage, a vision of the region’s future should be devel-
oped. A critical part of that vision is a long-range 
transit plan that can inspire stakeholders and direct 
improvements.  
5.2   COST ESTIMATES FOR IMPROVEMENTS 
Table 5.1, at the end of this chapter, presents cost 
estimates for all proposed changes, listed by corri-
dor. These estimates are based on an operating cost 
of $57.36 per vehicle-hour, as reported by Chapel 
Hill Transit. Here, peak hours are assumed to be 7 
to 9:30 a.m. and 4 to 6:30 p.m., and typical operat-
ing hours are assumed to be from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m.  
In the table, many proposed improvements include 
multiple headway options for comparison pur-
poses. Where route revisions are proposed, the 
headways of the existing routes are also given. 
Costs shown are for annual operating and mainte-
nance expenses (O&M) and do not include capital 
purchases. The cost listed for each option is the 
additional cost above current service, so for pro-
posals that use less service hours than in current 
service, a negative cost is shown. Where there are 
multiple headway options, the cost of each option 
is the cost to go from current headways to the new 
headways; that is, cost estimates for headway im-
provements do not build on each other. (Note that 
this may not be the case in the text of the next sec-
tion.) 
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Some changes do depend upon others. When these 
dependent options are in the same corridor, they 
are grouped together in the table. When they de-
pend on changes in other corridors, calculations are 
included in the first listing; the second listing refer-
ences the earlier one. 
In sum, this chapter outlines a potential $9.12 mil-
lion annually in weekday daytime service improve-
ments for Chapel Hill Transit, including coverage 
expansions, headway reductions, service-hour in-
creases and productivity enhancements.  
Over the planning period, completing all service 
improvements outlined here would require another 
69 peak-hour buses, more than doubling the cur-
rent peak pullout. Midday operations would rise 
from 27 buses in FY 2004-05 to 52 in FY 2010-11.  
Improving evening services takes an additional 4 to 
10 buses, depending on the time of evening; while 
Saturday and Sunday operations add another 4 and 
9 buses, respectively. 
5.3   PRIORITIZED ACTION ITEMS 
Rather than proposing changes for each year of the 
planning period, this section prioritizes the poten-
tial improvements into three tiers of action items. 
First-tier items are primarily designed to meet 
pressing needs (overcrowding, meeting frequency 
service standards, and providing new service to 
recently developed areas) or improve efficiency at a 
low cost. These improvements are also those that 
could be instituted relatively quickly. Second-tier 
items provide additional capacity and increased fre-
quency of service to meet current needs and in-
crease ridership; instituting some of these improve-
ments could take time. Third-tier items address 
current and future needs and opportunities, and 
their benefits may depend on factors that are yet to 
be determined. Some action items in the second 
and third tiers may build upon improvements in the 
first and second. As planning continues, action 
items should be reconsidered as conditions change. 
Following the three tiers of action items for week-
day service, this section includes recommendations 
for evening and weekend service improvements.  
Although the transit partners’ funding formula al-
lows the University to fund certain routes by itself 
(see Chapter 4), this plan presents recommenda-
tions that would be optimal and efficient for the 
service area as a whole, rather than splitting them 
into “University” and “Town” routes. Decisions on 
funding sources should be made through collabora-
tive negotiations. 
Finally, this blueprint for transit expansion should 
be used as a guide for making decisions regarding 
the growth of Chapel Hill Transit services. Devel-
opment patterns, citizen suggestions and budgetary 
demands should also be reviewed annually to en-
sure maximum effectiveness of transit improve-
ments. 
First Tier: 15 peak buses and $2.05 million 
The items in this section are required to meet 
pressing system needs and achieve service stan-
dards. They include increased frequency on many 
routes, new service to some areas, and efficiency-
related revisions to under-performing routes. The 
following paragraphs briefly describe and justify 
each change, including the number of additional 
peak-hour buses and the annual cost, both shown 
in Table 5.1. Details on each proposal are in Chap-
ter 2. 
More frequent service on the RU Route during 
periods of peak demand: 1 peak bus, $83,172. 
Adding one bus to the RU Route during periods of 
peak demand would provide 10-minute headways 
and begin to deal with overcrowding. For this 
route, peak demand may not occur during tradi-
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tional peak hours. Increased frequency on this 
route is a prerequisite for other first-tier changes. 
New Service to Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext.: 2 peak 
buses, $432,494. This revision extends much-
requested transit service to a recently developed 
area of Chapel Hill. It offers the additional advan-
tages of improving headways on the A and T 
Routes, accommodating demand and meeting ser-
vice standards. 
Revised NU Route combined with HS Route: 1 
peak bus less, $83,172 less. By merging these 
routes, an additional peak-hour bus can become 
available. The NU Route, which is rarely crowded, 
would become less frequent than it is currently, but 
service would be greatly improved to areas formerly 
served by the HS Route. The route would no 
longer serve the P Lot, so this change may not be 
appropriate until the P Lot is closed. This change 
also allows the revised A Route to provide regular, 
more frequent service at no additional cost. 
Increased frequency on NS Route: 1 peak bus, 
$216,247. Overcrowding problems demand this 
improvement. Peak-hour headways can be stan-
dardized at 15 minutes with off-peak headways at 
30 minutes, but this may not be sufficient to meet 
demand at certain times. 
Conversion of G Route to a feeder route and a 
shortened eastern corridor route: 1 peak bus 
less, $83,172 less. For first-tier improvements, the 
feeder route operates only during peak hours, re-
sulting in a cost savings. Savings would likely be 
greater than shown because of the use of a van in-
stead of a bus. This change requires increased fre-
quency of the NS or T Routes, both of which are 
included above. The shortened eastern portion of 
the route provides improved frequency and meets 
service standards. 
Revised CL and D Routes: 1 peak bus, 
$216,247. The revised CL Route extends to New 
Hope Commons and serves the Old Durham Rd. 
and Legion Rd. areas, along with Elliott Rd. For the 
first tier, it operates at the longest allowable head-
ways but provides all-day service. The revised D 
Route is more direct and more frequent on some 
trips, which should address some of its overcrowd-
ing, at no added cost. 
Bible Church park-and-ride route: 2 peak 
buses, $332,688. Initial operations would have 20-
minute peak service and 40-minute off-peak ser-
vice, but demand may merit reduced headways. 
Increased peak frequency on the FCX, HU, 
and S Routes: 6 peak buses, $482,398. These 
routes already provide fairly frequent service, but 
they experience overcrowding. If Chapel Hill Tran-
sit purchases any larger buses, they should be used 
on these routes during peak hours. Improvements 
on the HU and S Routes should be coordinated 
due to the degree of duplication between the two 
routes. 
Revised V Route (no added cost). Pulling the V 
Route from the F Lot and Family Practice should 
enable it to attain its former 30-minute peak head-
ways, meeting service standards, with existing re-
sources. This change should be accompanied by a 
more frequent RU Route at the F Lot, although the 
V Route’s ridership there was almost nonexistent.  
Off-peak hybrid route in eastern corridor (no 
added cost). By pooling the buses on the eastern 
corridor and operating them together as a single 
route, 12-minute clock-face headways can be real-
ized throughout midday. (The single midday V 
Route bus was counted as half a bus in this calcula-
tion.) This is more convenient than any of the 
routes operating alone. 
5-6 5  RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTION ITEMS 
FY 2006-07 - 2010-11 SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  
CHAPEL HILL TRANSIT 
Revised off-peak NS Route: $66,540 less. The 
off-peak NS Route has enough extra time in its 
schedule to loop through the Southern Village 
neighborhood before serving the park-and-ride lot. 
This eliminates the need for half of the midday V 
Route bus, which could be assigned fully to the 
hybrid route described above, allowing 11-minute 
headways on the hybrid route.  
New route in northern Carrboro: 2 peak buses, 
$299,419. Many requests have been made to extend 
transit service to newly developed areas of northern 
Carrboro. Shared-ride feeder service is anticipated 
to begin towards the end of FY 2005-06, but a 
fixed route should be attempted for this area. Intro-
ductory service would be every 30 minutes during 
the peak and every 60 minutes off-peak. 
Carrboro restructuring, eliminating JFX Route: 
2 peak buses, $222,901. This is the least expensive 
and most resource-efficient way to improve all ser-
vice in Carrboro. It affects the CW, F, J, CPX, and 
CM Routes. The JFX Route is eliminated because 
of revisions to the J and CM Routes. It is reintro-
duced in the second tier. 
Second Tier: 27 peak buses and $3.79 million 
Items marked with an asterisk (*) include peak-bus 
and cost calculations that build upon first-tier im-
provements. That is, the costs and peak buses listed 
here assume that first-tier action items have been 
completed, which differs from the non-cumulative 
approach of Table 5.1. 
Revised U Route: 1 peak bus, $216,247. This 
change adds service to the Mason Farm Rd. area 
while improving frequency for the U Route, ad-
dressing problems with overcrowding.  
More frequent off-peak service on the RU 
Route: $133,075.* An additional bus provides 10-
minute RU Route service all day.  
Increased frequency on NS Route: 2 peak 
buses, $166,344.* Standardized peak-hour head-
ways of 10 minutes with off-peak headways of 30 
minutes should accommodate most periods of de-
mand. However, some of the periods of crowding 
on this route have been during off-peak times, so 
further reductions in midday headways may be war-
ranted. 
Midday service on northern G feeder route: 
$83,172.* This modification restores midday fixed-
route feeder service to the North Lakeshore Dr. 
area at the same 30-minute headway as in the peak.  
Increased frequency on D Route: 3 peak buses, 
$382,591.* Standardized peak-hour headways of 10 
minutes and off-peak headways of 25 minutes 
should accommodate most periods of demand. 
New route on eastern Weaver Dairy Rd.: 2 peak 
buses, $299,419. New service in this area would be 
introduced at maximum allowable headways of 30 
minutes in the peak and 60 minutes off-peak. 
New route to new 15-501 park-and-ride: 10 peak 
buses, $1,364,021. This large park-and-ride lot with 
frequent service is one of the system’s most press-
ing current needs, but it will not happen immedi-
ately, so it is included in the second tier. Site selec-
tion and construction should be accelerated. De-
pending on the location, costs and resource needs 
could vary. 
New route to Falconbridge: 2 peak buses, 
$157,195. This, the least expensive of the southwest 
Durham routes, should be the first to be imple-
mented, as a sort of pilot project. Midday service 
would be unavailable. If the route is reasonably 
successful, the others are included in the third tier. 
Shared funding agreements could make the creation 
of these routes more attractive. 
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Increased midday frequency on hybrid eastern 
route: $199,613.* Ten-minute standardized head-
ways would be desirable for ease of use.  
Chatham park-and-ride: 3 peak buses, 
$382,591. Although this route is currently in exis-
tence, it is not operated by Chapel Hill Transit. It is 
anticipated that Chapel Hill Transit will assume 
operation of this route within five years, but not 
until the existing contract expires. This route could 
also be revised to serve Southern Village 
northbound during midday, which brings the 
route’s midday headways to 45 minutes. 
Increased frequency of F Route: 1 peak bus, 
$83,172.* Demand will probably merit reducing 
peak headways on this route. Standardized 30-
minute peak-hour headways would become variable 
at 20 and 25 minutes. Peak-hour headways of 15 
minutes are considered in the third tier. 
Restoration of JFX Route: 2 peak buses, 
$242,862.* If demand at either the Carrboro Plaza 
or Jones Ferry Rd. park-and-ride lots is great 
enough, the JFX route could be resurrected to pro-
vide peak-hour express service to one or both lots 
every 15 to 20 minutes.  
New route to Estes Park via Carrboro: 1 peak 
bus, $83,172. Introducing this route with 30-
minute peak-hour service and no midday service is 
the least expensive approach. However, only the 
peak-hour N Route could be adjusted if the new 
route does not run during midday. 
Third Tier: 27 peak buses, $3.28 million 
As with the second tier, action items marked with 
an asterisk (*) include peak-bus and cost calcula-
tions that build upon improvements already de-
scribed. 
New U Express Route: 1 peak bus, $83,172. 
This very short route operates on 15-minute head-
ways during periods of peak demand only. It could 
alleviate some overcrowding on the morning RU 
Route if any still exists after improving that route’s 
frequency.  
Increased peak-hour frequency of revised NU 
Route: 1 peak bus, $83,172.* Reducing peak-hour 
headways on this route from 30 minutes to 20 min-
utes improves service but may not have a large ef-
fect on ridership. 
Increased frequency of revised A Route: 2 peak 
buses, $299,419.* Reducing headways on this 
route may be warranted by demand. Peak headways 
would go from 20 to 15 minutes and off-peak 
headways from 40 to 30 minutes.  
Increased off-peak frequency of revised NS 
Route: $133,075.* Reducing headways on this 
route may be warranted by demand. Off-peak 
headways would go from 30 to 20 minutes. 
New express NS route in northern corridor, 
operating as V Route in southern corridor: 1 
peak bus, $83,172. By skipping all stops on MLK 
Jr. Blvd. south of Westminster Dr., this route has 
enough time to serve the Southern Village 
neighborhood in a 60-minute loop. Two buses pro-
vide 30-minute peak-hour service, eliminating the 
need for a peak-hour V Route in the southern cor-
ridor. That bus would be reassigned to this route, 
lowering additional peak-hour bus demand to one. 
When the P Lot is closed and the Eubanks Rd. 
park-and-ride lot becomes more crowded, this item 
will be necessary. 
Increased frequency of revised CL Route: 2 
peak buses, $299,419.* Reducing headways on 
this route may be warranted by demand. Peak head-
ways would go from 30 to 15 minutes and off-peak 
headways from 60 to 30 minutes.  
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Increased frequency of Bible Church route: 1 
peak bus, $182,978.* Reducing headways on this 
route may be warranted by demand. Peak headways 
would go from 20 to 15 minutes and off-peak 
headways from 40 to 20 minutes.  
Increased frequency of eastern Weaver Dairy 
Rd. Route: 1 peak bus, $216,247.* Reducing 
headways on this route improves service but may 
not have a large effect on ridership. Peak-hour 
headways would go from 30 to 20 minutes, and off-
peak from 60 to 30 minutes. Peak-hour headways 
of 15 minutes would require an additional peak bus 
and an additional $83,172. 
New routes to Fayetteville Rd., Hope Valley, 
Parkwood, South Square, and Woodcroft: 14 
peak buses, $1,169,565.* If the Falconbridge route 
(second tier) is moderately successful, these routes 
should be considered. They only operate in the 
peak hours at 30-minute headways. Operating these 
routes would likely reduce the demands at park-
and-ride lots in the northeastern and eastern corri-
dors. They could also serve as an interim measure 
before the new northeastern park-and-ride lot is 
completed. 
Increased peak-hour frequency of V Route: 1 
peak bus, $83,172.* Reducing headways on this 
route improves service but may not have a large 
effect on ridership. Peak-hour headways would go 
from 30 to 20 minutes. Off-peak service is assumed 
to be provided on the hybrid eastern corridor route 
rather than on the V Route. Peak-hour headways of 
15 minutes would require an additional peak bus 
and an additional $83,172. 
Increased off-peak frequency of Chatham 
Route: $133,075.* Off-peak headways would be 
brought to 20 minutes rather than 40 minutes. If 
the off-peak route serves the Southern Village park-
and-ride, off-peak headways would be 25 minutes 
rather than 45 minutes, still a significant improve-
ment. 
Increased frequency of F Route: 2 peak buses, 
$299,419.* Reducing headways on this route may 
be warranted by ridership. These estimates assume 
that the F Route change in the second tier was al-
ready made. Peak-hour headways would go from 
20/25 minutes, variable, to 15 minutes. Off-peak 
headways would go from 45 to 30 minutes.  
Increased peak frequency of service and new 
midday service on route to Carrboro and Estes 
Park; revised N Route: 1 peak bus, $216,247.* 
Peak headways are cut from 30 to 15 minutes, and 
30-minute off-peak service is provided. This change 
enables the N Route to be adjusted slightly at no 
cost, improving its peak headways from 15/35 to 
20/25 minutes and its off-peak headways from 50 
to 45 minutes. 
Evening and Weekend Service Improvements 
Unlike daytime service, in which many changes are 
suggested by high levels of demand, evening and 
weekend service levels depend on budget con-
straints and minimum acceptable service standards. 
Assuming that the 60-minute off-peak service stan-
dard continues to apply for these time periods, this 
section presents modifications to expand service 
coverage in the evenings and on weekends. Routes 
are arranged to serve higher-density residential ar-
eas and activity centers; low-density areas are 
served only where convenient. Hourly headways are 
used where possible. 
In the revised weekend service scheme described 
below (see Figure 2.50, Chapter 2), 11 buses pro-
vide service on 15 routes. Most areas are served 
hourly, but several corridors have multiple hourly 
routes operating; staggering them would provide 
more frequent corridor service. Campus routes op-
erate more frequently. Routes should also arrive 
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downtown at the same time when possible to facili-
tate transfers. 
Weekend service hours are assumed to be 8 a.m. to 
8 p.m. for all routes. For Saturday service only, this 
scheme would cost an additional $190,894 per year 
to operate than current Saturday service. Adding 
equivalent Sunday service would bring the annual 
additional cost to $524,959 (above the cost of cur-
rent Saturday and Sunday service). 
Equal service is proposed for evenings and week-
ends. One hour of this service scheme on one day 
per week would cost $32,810 annually. That is, ex-
tending Friday evening service for one hour by im-
plementing this system would require $32,810 mi-
nus the cost of current service during the hour in 
question. The following items make up this revised 
weekend service scheme.  
U Route. The revised U Route described elsewhere 
in this plan serves Mason Farm Rd. It could oper-
ate every half-hour on weekends and should be 
offset from the NU and RU Routes. 
RU Route. On weekends only, the RU Route 
should serve Franklin St. instead of Cameron Ave. 
and provide service every half hour. Its departures 
should be staggered with the U Route on Skipper 
Bowles Dr. 
T Route. The weekend T Route should serve East 
Chapel Hill High School, high-density residential 
areas around Timberlyne, and Weaver Dairy Rd. 
Ext. before heading downtown on MLK Jr. Blvd. 
Hourly service should be staggered with the week-
end NS Route. 
NS Route. On weekends only, the NS Route 
should not serve Southern Village. Instead, it 
should be interlined with the weekend M Route. 
Hourly service should be staggered with the week-
end T Route. 
NU Route. Beginning at the PR Lot, the weekend 
NU Route continues through Colonial Heights, 
uphill on Hillsborough St., and circulates through 
campus like the U Route, returning north on MLK 
Jr. Blvd. Its 45-minute headways make it difficult to 
offset it from the U Route, but this should be done 
where possible. 
N Route. This route is identical to the northern 
portion of the existing Saturday JN Route, serving 
Estes Park, Bolinwood Apartments, and Northside. 
It should be interlined with the R Route to provide 
hourly service. 
D Route. This route is similar to the existing Satur-
day DM Route. It should serve the library and Uni-
versity Mall both ways and turn around in down-
town Chapel Hill. Hourly service should be stag-
gered with the F Route. 
F Route. On weekends, the eastern half of the 
weekday F Route should be extended to serve New 
Hope Commons as shown in Appendix B. Turning 
around at downtown Chapel Hill provides hourly 
service, which should be staggered with the D 
Route.  
NC 54 Route. This route is similar to the midday 
hybrid route described in Chapter 2 (Figure 2.47), 
but it does not serve the Friday Center or Hedrick 
Building park-and-ride lots. Service to the NC 54 
park-and-ride lot should be sufficient on weekends. 
Hourly service is possible by interlining this route 
with the J Route, but demand could merit half-hour 
service. 
Southern Village Route. Hourly service to South-
ern Village and its park-and-ride lot can be pro-
vided by interlining this route with the CW Route. 
As in Meadowmont on the NC 54 Route, only the 
town center and higher-density residential area of 
Southern Village receive service. 
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CW Route. The weekend route is similar to the 
weekday route with the exception that it should 
operate on Franklin St. instead of Rosemary St. It 
should be interlined with the Southern Village 
Route to provide hourly service and staggered with 
the J and R Routes to provide 20-minute corridor 
service on Franklin St. 
J Route. The revised weekday J Route should op-
erate on weekends and be interlined with the NC 
54 Route to provide hourly service. It should be 
staggered with the CW and R Routes. 
R Route. This revised portion of the weekday J 
Route operates from Rock Creek Apartments to 
downtown Carrboro and Chapel Hill. It should be 
interlined with the N Route to provide hourly ser-
vice and staggered with the CW and J Routes. 
M Route. A short route connecting Pine Knolls to 
downtown Chapel Hill via Franklin St. or Cameron 
Ave. could run hourly if interlined with the week-
end NS Route.  
CPX Route. The revised weekday CPX Route 
should run every 40 minutes on weekends to serve 
the high-density residential areas along NC 54 west 
of the University. It could serve the Jones Ferry Rd. 
park-and-ride lot in addition; if so, it should be off-
set from the J Route where possible. 
These action items will, of course, need to be tem-
pered by political and financial realities, but they 
present a possible menu of transit service improve-
ments to improve transit service for Chapel Hill, 
Carrboro, and the University during the planning 
period. 
Table 5.1: Cost estimates of proposed changes
Corridor Proposed Improvement Peak Off-peak Peak Off-peak
New U Express Route (morning service only) 15 No Service 1 0 5 $83,172 3
Revised U Route to serve Mason Farm Rd 12 12 1 1 13 $216,247 2
Existing U Route 15 15
10 15 1 0 5 $83,172 1
10 10 1 1 13 $216,247 2
Existing RU Route 15 15
New Service: Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext.
Revised A Route to Timberlyne 10/20/30 45 1 1 13
Revised T Route to Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. 20/25 35 1 1 13
Existing A Route 15 to 45 20 to 80
Existing T Route 25 to 35 35 to 60
30 30 -1 0 -5 -$83,172 1
20 30 0 0 0 $0 3
Existing HS Route 30 No Service
Existing NU Route 20 20
20 40 1
15 30 3 2 31 $515,666 3
10 20 3 2 31 $515,666 3
10 30 3 1 23 $382,591 2
15 30 1 1 13 $216,247 1
Existing NS Route 10/20/30 30/40/50
30 30 1 van 1 van 2
30 No Service 1 van 0 -5 -$83,172 1
Existing G Route 15 to 60 55
New peak-hour express NS Route serving Southern 
Village neighborhood, eliminating V Route in southern 
30 No Service 1 0 5 $83,172 3
Additional Buses 
Needed
See Eastern Corridor Convert G Route to a feeder route connecting Estes Dr 
and North Lakeshore Dr to other routes at the P Lot 
area
*Note: This change should not be made without increased frequency on the NS or T Route (both included above)
Same as above under Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext.
Added 
Service 
Hours 
(Daily)
More frequent service on RU Route
Revised NU Route combined with HS Route, cutting 
service to P Lot and adding service to Colonial Heights
Headway (minutes)
University 
Campus
Northern 
Corridor
More frequent service on NS Route 
See Eastern and Western Corridors for dependent changes.
Priority 
Level
1
*Dependent: Revised A Route (as revised for Weaver 
Dairy Rd. Ext. but without service to Colonial Heights)
$432,494
Added Annual 
Cost (O&M)
Table 5.1: Cost estimates of proposed changes
Corridor Proposed Improvement Peak Off-peak Peak Off-peak
Additional Buses 
Needed
Added 
Service 
Hours 
(Daily)
Headway (minutes) Priority 
Level
Added Annual 
Cost (O&M)
30 60 1 1 13 $216,247 1
15 30 3 2 31 $515,666 3
Existing CL Route 60 No Service
15/20 35 0 0 0 $0 1
10 25 3 1 23 $382,591 2
Existing D Route 20 40
20 40 2 1 20 $332,688 1
15 20 3 2 31 $515,666 3
30 60 2 1 18 $299,419 2
20 30 3 2 31 $515,666 3
New express route to Town-owned park-and-ride 
(location estimated and size assumed to be 1,000 
spaces; cost does not include parking lot)
5 12 10 4 82 $1,364,021 2
New Routes to Southwest Durham
Falconbridge 30 No Service 2 0 9 $157,195 2
Fayetteville Road 30 No Service 3 0 13 $222,069 3
Hope Valley 30 No Service 3 0 15 $251,678 3
Parkwood 30 No Service 3 0 14 $238,537 3
South Square 30 No Service 3 0 15 $244,692 3
Woodcroft 30 No Service 2 0 13 $212,588 3
16 80 $1,326,760TOTALS FOR SOUTHWEST DURHAM ROUTES
Note: The size of this lot and cost of service could be reduced by operating some or all of the Southwest Durham routes.
Note: These routes may take riders away from park-and-ride services, especially a new lot along 15-501.
New express route to Bible Church park-and-ride
New route along eastern Weaver Dairy Rd
North-
eastern 
Corridor
Revised CL Route to New Hope Commons, serving only 
southeast side of U.S. 15-501.
*Dependent: Revised D Route to serve only the 
northwest side of U.S. 15-501
Table 5.1: Cost estimates of proposed changes
Corridor Proposed Improvement Peak Off-peak Peak Off-peak
Additional Buses 
Needed
Added 
Service 
Hours 
(Daily)
Headway (minutes) Priority 
Level
Added Annual 
Cost (O&M)
Additional peak buses to alleviate overcrowding:
   FCX Route: 2 morning, 2 afternoon 3 to 5 No change 2 No change 10 $166,344 1
   HU Route: 2 morning, 1 afternoon 5 to 10 No change 2 No change 9 $149,710 1
   S Route: 2 morning, 2 afternoon 5 to 10 No change 2 No change 10 $166,344 1
Existing FCX Route 5/10 No change
Existing HU Route 5/15 No change
Existing S Route 10/15 No change
Revised G Route to operate only in this corridor 20/25 40 0 0 0 $0 1
Existing G Route 15-60 55
Revised V Route to meet service standards 30 60 0 0 0 $0 1
20 60 1 0 5 $83,172 3
Existing V Route 30/44 30/74
No Service 10 0 1.5 12 $199,613 2
No Service 12 0 0 0 $0 1
Existing FCX Route No change 30/No Svc
Existing HU Route No change 30/32
Existing S Route No change 10/20
Existing V Route No change 30/74
More frequent service on NS Route
Revised V Route to meet service standards
15 20 3 2 31 $515,666 3
15 40 3 1 23 $382,591 2
Existing Chatham Route (not operated by CHT) 15 40
Revised off-peak NS Route to serve Southern Village 1
-0.5 -$199,613
No change 25 No change 3
No change 45 No change 2
Route has enough layover to absorb this during midday at no additional cost.
*Note: This change should be accompanied by increased frequency of service on the RU 
New route: Chatham Park-and-Ride Express
*Dependent: eliminate midday V Route in this corridor. Cost savings:
Revised off-peak Chatham route to serve Southern 
Village park-and-ride 
Same as above for 20-minute off-peak
Same as above for 40-minute off-peak
See calculations for NS Route in Northern CorridorSouthern 
Corridor
Eastern 
Corridor
See calculations for V Route in Eastern Corridor
Note: This includes the cost of operating the fixed-schedule Feeder Route in the northern corridor (approximately $216,000 for all-day 
feeder service; the cost could be less using a van). See Northern Corridor.
New off-peak hybrid route combining the FCX, HU, S, 
and V Routes
Table 5.1: Cost estimates of proposed changes
Corridor Proposed Improvement Peak Off-peak Peak Off-peak
Additional Buses 
Needed
Added 
Service 
Hours 
(Daily)
Headway (minutes) Priority 
Level
Added Annual 
Cost (O&M)
New route: Carrboro Northern Area 30 60 2 1 18 $299,419 1
Revised F Route 30 45 0 0 0 $0 1
20/25 45 1 0 5 $83,172 2
15 30 3 1 23 $382,591 3
Revised CW Route 20 40 0 0 0 $0 1
15 20
Existing CW Route 15 to 40 30 to 60
Revised J Route (northwestern segment) 15 30
New R Route (portion of existing J Route) 10 15/20
Existing J Route 15 20
Revised CPX Route 10 20 2 2 26 $432,494 1
Existing CPX Route 15/30 No Service
Revised CM Route 15 30 1 0 5 $83,172 1
Existing CM Route 50 50
*Dependent: Eliminate JFX Route No Service No Service -2 0 -14.6 -$242,862 1
Existing JFX Route 15 No Service
4 1 28 $931,526 2
2 1 13.4 $688,664
Revised CM Route without restructuring 15/20 35 1 0 5 $83,172
Existing CM Route 50 50
New Route: Carrboro/Estes Park 15 30 2 1 18 $299,419 3
30 No Service 1 0 5 $83,172 2
*Only if new route operates all day: Revised N Route 22.5 45 0 0 0 $0 3
Existing N Route 15/35 50
TOTALS FOR RESTRUCTURING AFTER ELIMINATING JFX ROUTE
Western 
Corridor
TOTALS FOR RESTRUCTURING WITHOUT ELIMINATING JFX ROUTE
1 -1 -3 -$49,903
Carrboro Restructuring (can only happen if Carrboro Northern Route exists)
1
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APPENDIX A 
A.1   PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Performance measures can be raw numbers, ratios, or indices. Performance measures are listed below within 
categories. Further study should be completed to identify appropriate service standards and metrics for 
Chapel Hill Transit. For this plan, these factors were taken into consideration when possible. 
Service availability in space and time 
Geographic coverage area 
Span of service in time 
Service delivery and interaction with customers 
Complaints, surveys, audits 
Lost service due to breakdowns 
Community measures  
Job access 
User cost savings from transit 
Air-quality benefits 
Travel time 
In-vehicle travel time 
Out-of-vehicle travel time 
Waiting time 
Regularity and predictability of travel time 
Directness of route 
Transfers (percent of trips transferring, mean number of transfers) 
Safety and Security, both actual and perceived 
Number of incidents  
Incidents per mile, per hour, etc. 
Perceptions 
Economic performance 
Cost efficiency 
Operating cost per revenue-hour and per vehicle-mile 
Non-labor cost per vehicle-mile 
Cost effectiveness (not as relevant with a fare-free system) 
Farebox recovery ratio 
Operating cost per passenger 
Service effectiveness 
Passengers per revenue hour 
Passengers per vehicle-mile 
 
A.2   TABLE AND FIGURE FROM CHAPTER 2 
Table A.1 and Figure A.1 are referenced in Chapter 2, Current Needs. 
Ridership by Time of Day by Route
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Figure A.1: Ridership by time of day by route, Fall 2005. (Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 2006)
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
S Columbia St at Health Sciences Library 785 868 1132 264
Manning Dr W at West Dr/UNC Hospitals 429 704 1102 398
S Columbia St at Carrington Hall 875 1263 882 -381
Friday Center Park & Ride Lot 544 687 870 183
South Rd at Student Stores 773 1243 814 -429
E Franklin St at Carolina Coffee Shop 788 820 756 -64
S Columbia St at Sitterson Hall 579 618 673 55
N Columbia St at Rosemary St 304 473 577 104
Southern Village Park & Ride Lot 509 587 563 -24
NC 54 Park & Ride Lot 579 699 503 -196
South Rd at Fetzer Gym 623 854 502 -352
Pittsboro St at State Employees Credit 
Union 464 531 451 -80
S Columbia St at Abernethy Hall 372 519 441 -78
S Columbia St at Frat Ct 364 369 417 48
Manning Dr E at West Dr 406 293 397 104
Skipper Bowles Dr at Hinton James Tennis 
Courts 544 670 348 -322
Pittsboro St at Newman Center 327 239 308 69
Skipper Bowles Dr N at Dean Smith Center 289 291 303 12
Ridge Rd at Ehringhaus Hall 834 559 300 -259
W Franklin St at Caribou Coffee 254 309 287 -22
Jones Ferry Park & Ride Lot 197 197 278 81
Manning Dr at Public Safety 404 582 262 -320
University Mall 97 136 250 114
South Rd at Coker Hall 210 210 235 25
Friday Center Dr at Hedrick Shelter 182 159 215 56
Raleigh Rd at Glen Lennox Shopping Center 145 198 212 14
Skipper Bowles Dr N at F Lot Driveway 149 108 197 89
Eubanks Rd Park & Ride Lot 111 86 196 110
NC 54 East at Kingswood 179 259 194 -65
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Brookstone Apts 62 119 186 67
F Parking Lot at Family Practice Bldg 19 21 183 162
E Franklin St E at Morehead Planetarium 173 148 179 31
Jones Ferry Rd at Abbey Court 206 245 176 -69
F Parking Lot at Middle of Lot 52 60 172 112
N Columbia St at W Franklin St 70 105 160 55
Pittsboro St at University Dr 120 87 147 60
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at #725 103 146 144 -2
S Columbia St N at Purefoy Rd 90 62 140 78
P Lot at shelter (southbound) 124 130 140 10
E Franklin St at Varsity Theatre 158 150 126 -24
Friday Center Dr at Finley Forest Path 118 196 124 -72
NC 54 West at Royal Park 81 93 104 11
E Franklin St at Franklin Woods 134 139 102 -37
Table A.1:  Boardings By Stop, 2002 through 2005, organized by 2005 boardings (Source: Chapel Hill Planning Department, 
2006)
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Manning Dr at Hospital Parking Deck 70 31 98 67
Manning Dr W at Hibbard Dr 143 83 98 15
East Chapel Hill High School 75 97 96 -1
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Critz Dr 85 131 94 -37
Hillsborough St at Brookside Condos 144 141 90 -51
BPW Club Rd at The Villages 98 71 85 14
Hedrick Building 94 67 83 16
Smith Level Rd at University Commons 96 118 82 -36
East Dr at Jackson Cir 8 2 79 77
Dobbins Dr at Foxcroft Apartments 70 42 78 36
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Stateside Dr 34 43 78 35
Rock Haven Rd at Rock Creek West 33 90 77 -13
E Main St at Arts Center Plaza 60 90 77 -13
NC 54 West at Carolina Apartments 108 139 76 -63
Estes Park Apartments 66 64 75 11
NC 54 East at Dominion Ramsgate 88 105 75 -30
Old Sterling Rd at Notting Hill Apts 37 31 74 43
W Franklin St at University Baptist Church 79 61 72 11
West Dr at Mason Farm Rd 16 43 71 28
Coleridge Rd at Walden at Greenfields 39 59 71 12
Jones Ferry Rd at Barnes St 80 69 71 2
Old Fayetteville Rd at Carrboro Plaza Park & 
Ride Lot 96 103 70 -33
Airport Dr E at Martin Luther King Jr Blvd 
(Historic Airport Rd) 16 11 69 58
W Franklin St at Chapel Hill News 37 50 69 19
South Rd E at Country Club Rd 36 76 68 -8
Raleigh St at Spencer Hall 60 33 67 34
E Main St at Weaver St Realty 51 69 67 -2
Ridge Rd at Rams Head Center 66 66
Mason Farm Rd W at Ambulatory Care 
Center 21 50 66 16
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Shadowood 146 147 66 -81
Rock Haven Rd at Renee Lynn Ct 25 34 65 31
Raleigh St at Davis Library 122 51 65 14
Raleigh St at Lewis Hall 140 73 65 -8
BPW Club Rd at Sterling Bluff 55 132 63 -69
Tar Hill Dr N at BPW Club Rd (Highland Hills) 54 72 62 -10
S Columbia St at Coolidge St 33 33 61 28
W Main St at Club Nova Thrift 24 41 61 20
Stadium Dr at Carmichael Hall 60 60
Manning Dr at Hinton James Dorm 17 54 60 6
Raleigh Rd at Burning Tree Dr 59 77 60 -17
E Franklin St W at Elizabeth St 73 119 60 -59
Jones Ferry Rd E at Willow Creek 
Professional Center 16 59 43
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
W Barbee Chapel Rd at Meadowmont 
Village Cir 49 59 58 -1
PR Lot 80 71 57 -14
Raleigh St at Connor Hall 91 83 57 -26
Manning Dr at Craige Parking Deck 161 25 55 30
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Riggsbee Trailer Court 52 26 54 28
S Columbia St at Westwood Dr 33 74 54 -20
Westminster Dr at traffic circle 31 64 53 -11
Stadium Dr at Ridge Rd 20 53 52 -1
South Rd at Raleigh St 23 45 51 6
BPW Club Rd at Orchard Ln (Berryhill) 33 9 50 41
E Main St at Lloyd St 24 15 50 35
Mason Farm Rd E at Ambulatory Care 
Center 5 17 50 33
E Franklin St W at Elliott Rd 48 65 50 -15
Ridge Rd at Stadium Dr 91 11 49 38
Piney Mtn Rd at Timber Hollow 89 79 49 -30
Smith Level Rd at Frank Porter Graham 
School 18 16 47 31
Jones Ferry at PTA Thrift Store 33 16 47 31
Weaver St at Weaver St Market 27 40 47 7
Old Fayetteville Rd at Autumn Woods 54 49 47 -2
Jones Ferry Rd at Bim St 31 30 46 16
South Rd at Woollen Gym 68 31 46 15
Raleigh St at Mangum Hall 72 35 46 11
Umstead Dr E at Umstead Park 23 2 45 43
Weaver St at Carrboro Century Center 33 54 44 -10
Old Fayetteville Rd N at Poplar Place Apts 4 59 44 -15
W Franklin St at University Square 16 17 43 26
Stadium Dr at Stadium Gate #2 57 19 41 22
Old Fayetteville Rd at Crabtree Dr (Autumn 
Woods 1) 73 40 41 1
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Airport Gardens Apts 29 19 40 21
N Greensboro St at Sue Ann Ct 22 31 40 9
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Timber Hollow 31 34 39 5
NC 54 East at Berkshire Manor West 58 46 39 -7
E Franklin St W at Estes Dr 36 46 38 -8
NC 54 East at Canterbury Apts 69 57 38 -19
Tar Hill Dr at Highland Hills turnaround 
circle 74 65 38 -27
South Rd W at Country Club Rd 21 14 36 22
S Greensboro St at trailer park 25 30 36 6
Piney Mtn Rd at Priestly Creek Dr 4 35 35
NC 54 East at Westbrook Dr 56 61 35 -26
Raleigh Rd at Oakwood Dr 45 13 34 21
Manning Dr E at Hibbard Dr 81 16 34 18
NC 54 East at Carrboro Plaza (ABC Store) 7 6 33 27
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Westminster Dr 16 8 33 25
McDougle Middle School Track 31 14 33 19
Eastowne Rd at Pinegate 25 10 32 22
Mason Farm Rd at Odum Village 8 11 32 21
W Franklin St at Municipal Parking Lot 12 21 32 11
Banks Dr at Timberlyne Movie Theatre 27 36 32 -4
W Franklin St at Church St 28 41 32 -9
Pritchard Ave at Longview St 39 46 32 -14
Cameron Ave at Swain Hall 232 182 32 -150
Ephesus Church Rd at Ephesus School 6 6 31 25
Jones Ferry Rd W at Willow Creek 
Professional Center 7 8 31 23
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at Barclay Rd 48 36 31 -5
E Franklin St at S Boundary St 5 5 30 25
E Franklin St at Raleigh St 17 16 30 14
Ridge Rd at Law School 16 16 30 14
BPW Club Rd at Smith Level Rd 38 30 30 0
BPW Club Rd at Highland Hills tennis courts 21 26 29 3
Elliott Rd W at former Plaza Theatre 4 11 28 17
W Franklin St at N Graham St 16 26 28 2
Jones Ferry Rd at Sterling Brook Apts 1 33 28 -5
Smith Level Rd N at Willow Oak (Berryhill) 5 5 27 22
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) S at YMCA 22 8 27 19
Hamilton Rd S at north end of Maxwell Rd 37 31 27 -4
Weaver Dairy Rd at Kensington Trace 23 40 27 -13
Weaver Dairy Rd W at Essex Dr 7 5 26 21
W Franklin St at Hams 16 17 26 9
BPW Club Rd at Highland Hills Welcome 
Center 38 44 26 -18
E Franklin St E at Estes Dr 7 11 25 14
Old Fayetteville Rd at NC 54 (SECU) 7 22 25 3
W Main St at James St 10 28 25 -3
N Greensboro St at Todd St 14 17 24 7
W Poplar Ave at Dominon Ramsgate 10 18 24 6
S Columbia St at Mason Farm Rd 24 42 24 -18
Skipper Bowles Dr S at F Lot Driveway 23 23
High School Rd at Chapel Hill High School 1 23 22
Rock Haven Rd at Smith Level Rd 9 3 23 20
Merritt Mill Rd S at Lincoln Center 3 23 20
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Airport Dr 6 12 23 11
Coleridge Rd at Presque Isle 15 24 23 -1
E Main St at Jade Palace 31 24 23 -1
Jones Ferry Rd at Willow Creek Shopping 
Center 22 22
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Estes Dr at Camelot Apts 40 23 22 -1
S Greensboro St at Carr St 9 27 22 -5
Legion Rd at Forsyth Dr 18 10 21 11
N Greensboro St at Milton Dr 11 11 21 10
Friday Center Dr S at NC 54 13 20 7
Dobbins Dr at Franklin Square 11 14 20 6
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Homestead Rd 3 14 20 6
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at YMCA 3 1 19 18
Weaver Dairy Rd at Timberlyne Shopping 
Center 4 9 19 10
Europa Dr at Duck Pond 5 10 19 9
W Franklin St at UNC Business Office 13 13 19 6
N Columbia St S at Isley St 20 15 19 4
W Poplar Ave W at NC 54 1 19 19 0
Raleigh Rd E at UNC Administration 2 0 18 18
Skipper Bowles Dr at Craige Dorm 4 2 18 16
E Franklin St E at Elizabeth St 6 2 18 16
Raleigh St at Alderman Hall 29 6 18 12
Elliott Rd at First Citizens Bank and SECU 4 9 18 9
Village Dr E at Jay St 11 24 18 -6
Longview St E at N Columbia St 15 32 18 -14
Friday Center Dr at Friday Center 27 57 18 -39
Hillsborough St at Town House Apts 34 60 18 -42
Old Fayetteville Rd S at Poplar Place Apts 17 17
Hillsborough Rd E at W Main St 5 17 12
E Franklin St W at Morehead Planetarium 5 9 17 8
High St E at Goldston Ave 13 17 4
Hamilton Rd S at Berkley Rd 20 26 17 -9
Willow Dr W at Conner Dr 27 31 17 -14
Estes Dr W at Fordham Blvd (15-501) 1 16 16
Hamilton Rd at Raleigh Rd 3 3 16 13
Estes Dr at Post Office 18 6 16 10
Eubanks Rd S at Northwood Dr 6 6 16 10
Southern Human Services 7 8 16 8
Umstead Dr E at Pritchard Ave Ext 4 11 16 5
Village Dr E at Oakland Dr 6 13 16 3
Merritt Mill Rd N at Locust Ct 12 13 16 3
Merritt Mill Rd N at Lincoln Center 14 17 16 -1
N Greensboro St E at Oak Av 24 22 16 -6
W Franklin St at Kenan St 9 24 16 -8
Piney Mtn Rd at Old Forest Creek Dr 1 1 15 14
Legion Rd at Britthaven Shelter 6 4 15 11
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Bolinwood Dr 3 4 15 11
High St E at Hillsborough Rd 6 15 9
Colony Woods Dr at Fountain Ridge Dr 3 8 15 7
Elliott Rd opposite Burger King 17 8 15 7
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
P Lot at stop with no shelter (southbound) 23 9 15 6
N Greensboro St E at Morningside Dr 6 18 15 -3
W Main St E at Carrboro Town Hall 20 15 -5
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Adelaide Walters Apts 37 24 15 -9
E Franklin St at Veterinary Hospital 35 29 15 -14
Old Fayetteville Rd at W Poplar Ave 17 14 14
Ephesus Church Rd at Colony Apts 5 1 14 13
Hillsborough Rd E at Pine St 6 14 8
W Rosemary St W at Pritchard Ave 4 8 14 6
Tar Hill Dr S at BPW Club Rd (Highland Hills) 30 56 14 -42
Weaver St E at Lindsay St 4 13 9
Merritt Mill Rd N at Manley Estates 0 16 13 -3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Fosters Market 54 16 13 -3
Carol Woods 9 18 13 -5
South Rd at Kenan Labs 34 20 13 -7
P Lot across from shelter (northbound) 12 12
W Barbee Chapel Rd at Weaver Mine Tr 3 1 12 11
Dobbins Dr at Summerfield Crossing 2 3 12 9
US 15-501 Service Rd at Rams Plaza 4 7 12 5
Old Durham Rd at Bluefield St 4 9 12 3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at North St 22 18 12 -6
E Franklin St at Booker Creek Greenway 13 19 12 -7
Ephesus Church Rd at Hamlin Park Condos 19 32 12 -20
US 15-501 South at Culbreth Rd 4 11 11
Village Dr E at Estes Dr 6 0 11 11
Cynthia Dr at #104-106 11 11
Fountain Ridge Rd at Highview Dr 0 2 11 9
Hamilton Rd S at south end of Maxwell Rd 0 2 11 9
Elliott Rd at Burger King 10 5 11 6
N Greensboro St at Harris Teeter 8 8 11 3
Village Dr E at Winding Creek 6 12 11 -1
Old Durham Rd at Cooper St 12 13 11 -2
Banks Dr at Food Lion 5 14 11 -3
Lake Ellen Dr at Piney Mtn Rd 11 14 11 -3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Chapel Hill Town Hall 2 15 11 -4
Brandon Rd S at Hamilton Rd 25 21 11 -10
Raleigh Rd W at UNC Administration 12 10 10
Cameron Av at railroad tracks 1 3 10 7
N Columbia St S at Chapel Hill Town Hall 3 4 10 6
Hillsborough Rd at Simpson St 5 10 5
Providence Rd at Eastowne Hills 5 6 10 4
NC 54 West at W Poplar Ave 5 6 10 4
E Lakeview Dr at Old Durham Rd 10 6 10 4
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Davie Rd N at Jones Ferry Rd (BP Station) 4 7 10 3
E Franklin St W at Howell Ln 5 9 10 1
Davie Rd N at W Poplar Ave 2 9 10 1
Brandon Rd S at Hayes Rd 14 12 10 -2
NC 54 West at Berkshire Manor 9 14 10 -4
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Northwood Dr 9 19 10 -9
Elliott Rd at Whole Foods Market 19 19 10 -9
Sage Rd S at Lowes and Borders 9 21 10 -11
Willow Dr at Estes Dr 24 10 -14
Skipper Bowles Dr at Kenan-Flagler Lot 2 0 9 9
Raleigh Rd at Best Western 5 4 9 5
Weaver Dairy Rd at Sunrise Ln 8 4 9 5
W Poplar Ave W at Lilac Dr 3 6 9 3
N Greensboro St at Cheek Av 18 6 9 3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Mill Creek 7 7 9 2
Raleigh Rd at Hamilton Rd 13 8 9 1
W Main St E at Simpson St 14 9 -5
Ephesus Church Rd at Kings Arms Apts 11 18 9 -9
Culbreth Rd at Covenant Pl 19 19 9 -10
Hillsborough St S at E Rosemary St 2 1 8 7
Barclay Rd at Wyrick St 13 2 8 6
Legion Rd at Scarlet Dr 7 4 8 4
N Greensboro St at Fitch Lumber 13 5 8 3
Dobbins Dr at Dobbins Hill 8 11 8 -3
Hillsborough St S at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 23 11 8 -3
Brookgreen Dr at Copperline Dr 8 11 8 -3
Chapel Hill Public Library 4 12 8 -4
W Main St E at Westview Dr 12 8 -4
Ephesus Church Rd at Legion Rd 0 13 8 -5
Old Sterling Rd at Eastowne Rd 27 17 8 -9
E Franklin St at Henderson St 15 20 8 -12
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Longview St 35 39 8 -31
Cameron Ave at New East Hall 121 111 8 -103
Dixie Ln at Martin Luther King Jr Blvd 
(Historic Airport Rd) 0 7 7
Hillsborough St at North St 1 7 7
NC 54 West at Laurel Ridge 3 7 7
Culbreth Rd at Channing Ln 0 7 7
Hillsborough St at Bolinwood Dr 1 7 7
Davie Rd N at Bert St 0 7 7
Old Sterling Rd at Bible Church 4 7 7
Market St at Kildaire Rd 7 7
Weaver Dairy Rd at Kingston Dr 4 2 7 5
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Northampton Plaza 2 4 7 3
W Main St W at Carrboro Town Hall 13 4 7 3
Raleigh Rd W at Greenwood Rd 7 6 7 1
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
E Franklin St E at Elliott Rd 0 7 7 0
Weaver Dairy Rd at Timberlyne Rd 3 10 7 -3
Booker Creek Rd at Booker Creek 
Apartments 22 13 7 -6
E Franklin St at Carolina Ave 4 23 7 -16
N Greensboro St at #503 45 34 7 -27
Cameron Av at Cameron Glen 5 6 6
Eastowne Rd at Bldg #800 4 6 6
Raleigh Rd W at St Thomas More 0 6 6
Mitchell Ln at Lindsay St 0 6 6
Estes Dr W at Somerset Dr 0 6 6
Merritt Mill Rd S at Locust Ct 6 6
Skipper Bowles Dr S at Dean Smith Center 5 1 6 5
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at Shadowood 5 1 6 5
Smith Level Rd S at Willow Oak (Berryhill) 1 6 5
Crest Dr at Cole St 1 2 6 4
Bradley Rd S at Reade Rd 3 5 6 1
Raleigh Rd E at St Thomas More 6 5 6 1
E Franklin St at Etna Gas Station 16 6 6 0
Kildaire Rd at Market St 4 7 6 -1
Meadowmont Ln at Village Crossing Dr 0 8 6 -2
Caswell Rd at Estes Dr 10 9 6 -3
Weiner St at Severin St 4 11 6 -5
Aberdeen Dr at Copperline Dr 8 13 6 -7
Estes Dr E at Fordham Blvd (15-501) 10 26 6 -20
Caldwell St at N Columbia St 0 5 5
Ephesus Church Rd at Holiday Inn 0 0 5 5
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at Riggsbee Tr 5 5
Severin St at Bradley Rd 3 5 5
Caswell Rd at Clayton Rd 0 5 5
Seminole Dr at #242-244 5 5
Brandon Rd N at Hayes Rd 0 5 5
Weaver Dairy Rd at Vilcom Campus 12 1 5 4
Old Durham Rd at Hardees 1 1 5 4
W Rosemary St W at Mama Dips 4 2 5 3
W Rosemary St at Mini-Mart 0 2 5 3
Long Leaf Dr at Emory Dr 2 3 5 2
Culbreth Rd at Adams Way 4 3 5 2
E Franklin St at Park Pl 2 3 5 2
Westminster Dr W at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 11 5 5 0
Culbreth Rd at Southbridge Dr 1 5 5 0
Barclay Rd at Hartig St 7 5 5 0
Old Durham Rd at Heard Family Mkt 5 6 5 -1
Davie Rd N at Fidelity Ct 3 9 5 -4
Culbreth Rd at Culbreth Park Dr 9 23 5 -18
Pritchard Ave Ext at Trinity Ct 4 0 4 4
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at Barclay Rd 1 0 4 4
Landerwood Ln at Ephesus Church Rd 0 0 4 4
W Rosemary St E at Pritchard Ave 0 4 4
Homestead Rd at Rogers Rd 4 4
Colony Woods Dr at Ephesus Church Rd 5 1 4 3
Culbreth Rd at Weyer Dr 0 1 4 3
E Franklin St at N Boundary St 2 1 4 3
Curtis Rd W at Clayton Rd 0 1 4 3
E Franklin St at #1520 0 1 4 3
Brandon Rd N at Hamilton Rd 6 2 4 2
W Main St at Carrboro Post Office 9 2 4 2
US 15-501 Service Rd at Hampton Inn 1 3 4 1
Hamilton Rd N at south end of Maxwell Rd 0 3 4 1
Raleigh Rd E at Greenwood Rd 1 4 4 0
Caldwell St N at Housing Authority 6 4 4 0
Weaver St W at Lindsay St 3 4 4 0
Hillsborough Rd W at W Main St 7 4 4 0
Bradley Rd S at Williams Cir 3 5 4 -1
Willow Dr W at Willow Terrace Condos 12 7 4 -3
S Columbia St S at Purefoy Rd 3 7 4 -3
Willow Dr E at Spruce St 0 3 3
Ephesus Church Rd at Eden Ln 0 0 3 3
Crest Dr at Grant St 3 3
Landerwood Ln at Ferrell Rd 0 0 3 3
W Main St W at Westview Dr 16 3 3
P Lot across from stop with no shelter 
(northbound) 3 3
Sprunt St at Meadowmont Ln 3 3
LeClair St at Long Leaf Dr 1 1 3 2
Willow Dr W at Spruce St 6 1 3 2
Honeysuckle at Brookview Rd 0 1 3 2
Estes Dr E at Phillips Middle School & Park 2 1 3 2
Hillsborough Rd at Barington Hills 1 1 3 2
Longview St W at N Columbia St 5 2 3 1
Hillsborough St N at E Rosemary St 3 2 3 1
Banks Dr S at Weaver Dairy Rd 7 2 3 1
Booker Creek Rd at Lakeshore Ln 0 2 3 1
Hamilton Rd N at north end of Maxwell Rd 3 2 3 1
E Franklin St at #1512 0 4 3 -1
Estes Dr W at Phillips Middle School & Park 0 4 3 -1
Landerwood Ln at Fountain Ridge Rd 2 4 3 -1
Cameron Av at Granville Towers 6 5 3 -2
E Lakeview Dr at W Lakeview Dr (Red Roof 
Inn) 8 6 3 -3
Severin St at #224 1 7 3 -4
Long Leaf Dr at Hemlock Dr 2 2 2
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Smith Level Rd at Public Works Dept 1 2 2
Curtis Rd E at S Lakeshore Dr 0 2 2
Eubanks Rd N at Northwood Dr 0 0 2 2
Village Dr W at Oakland Dr 0 0 2 2
Parkside Cir at Edgewater Cir 0 2 2
Sedgefield Dr at Rosewood Ct 0 2 2
Foxwood Dr at Honeysuckle Rd 3 2 2
N Lakeshore Dr at Brookview Rd 0 2 2
Ephesus Church Rd at County Line 0 0 2 2
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Chapel Hill North 0 0 2 2
Carol St at Lisa St 1 0 2 2
Savannah Tr at Chesapeake Way 2 2
Greenview Dr at Copperline Dr 2 2
Europa Dr at Sheraton 1 1 2 1
Brookgreen Dr at Edgewater Cir 3 1 2 1
Cameron Av E at S Roberson St 2 1 2 1
E Franklin St at Plant Rd 2 1 2 1
Foxwood Dr at Sedgefield Dr 4 1 2 1
Exchange at Meadowmont 0 1 2 1
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) opposite Northwood Dr 3 1 2 1
Ephesus Church Rd at Landerwood Ln 5 1 2 1
W Rosemary St E at Mama Dips 1 1 2 1
Churchill Dr at Long Leaf Dr 0 2 2 0
Colony Woods Dr at Overland Dr 0 2 2 0
Ephesus Church Rd W at Tinkerbell Rd 6 2 2 0
Hillsborough St N  at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 1 2 2 0
Elliott Rd E at former Plaza Theatre 6 2 2 0
W Rosemary St at Breadmens 2 2 2 0
Davie Rd S at Jones Ferry Rd (BP Station) 2 2 2 0
Ephesus Church Rd at Sharon Rd 1 3 2 -1
Summerfield Crossing at Berry Patch Ln 5 3 2 -1
Westminster Dr E at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 3 3 2 -1
Homestead Rd E at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 0 3 2 -1
N Greensboro St W at Oak Av 1 3 2 -1
Cameron Av at Kenan St 0 4 2 -2
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at Timber Hollow 3 4 2 -2
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Taylor St (Citgo) 14 5 2 -3
Old Fayetteville Rd at trailer park 3 5 2 -3
Willow Dr W at Long Leaf Dr 5 6 2 -4
Hillsborough Rd at Fair Oaks 7 6 2 -4
Aberdeen Dr at Market St 4 8 2 -6
E Franklin St at Hillsborough St 5 8 2 -6
McCauley St at Whitehead Dorm 13 12 2 -10
Carol St at James St 4 14 2 -12
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
LeClair St at Holly Ln 0 1 1
Willow Dr E at Hickory Dr 0 1 1
Village Dr W at Estes Dr 0 0 1 1
Bradley Rd N at Williams Cir 0 1 1
Old Fayetteville Rd at Berkshire Manor West 0 1 1
Honeysuckle Rd W at Honeysuckle Ct 0 1 1
Sedgefield Dr at Mayberry Ct 0 1 1
Curtis Rd E at Lyons Rd 0 1 1
Forest Hills Rd at Indian Trail Rd 1 1
Franklin Street Trust Bldg 0 1 1
Estes Dr at Community Center Dr 0 0 1 1
Caldwell St at Church St 0 1 1
Banks Dr N at Weaver Dairy Rd 0 1 1
Ephesus Church Rd E at Tinkerbell Rd 1 0 1 1
Estes Dr E at Amity Methodist Church 0 1 1
Estes Dr W at Amity Methodist Church 1 1 1
N Greensboro St at Bolin Forest Dr 1 0 1 1
N Greensboro St at Cedar Ct 0 0 1 1
High School Rd at Seawell School Rd 1 1
Weaver Mine Tr at Falkner Dr 1 1
LeClair St at Emory Dr 2 1 1 0
Colony Woods Dr at White Plains Rd 4 1 1 0
Hillsborough St at Delta Zeta 1 1 1 0
Airport Dr W at Martin Luther King Jr Blvd 
(Historic Airport Rd) 2 1 1 0
Ephesus Church Rd at Frances St 3 1 1 0
Honeysuckle Rd W at Red Bud Ln 1 1 1 0
Davie Rd S at Fidelity Ct 0 1 1 0
Davie Rd S at W Poplar Ave 1 1 1 0
Hillsborough Rd at Blueridge Rd 0 1 1 0
Churchill Dr at LeClair St 0 2 1 -1
Willow Dr W at Hickory Dr 1 2 1 -1
Summerfield Crossing at Beaver Dam Ct 0 2 1 -1
N Lakeshore Dr W at Kenmore Rd 0 2 1 -1
N Greensboro St at Pine St 4 2 1 -1
Merritt Mill Rd S at Manley Estates 2 1 -1
Parkview Crescent at stone bridge 1 3 1 -2
Cameron Av W at S Roberson St 1 3 1 -2
Providence Rd at Eastowne Rd 7 3 1 -2
S Columbia St at Chase Ave 3 1 -2
E Franklin St E at Howell Ln 12 4 1 -3
E Franklin St at Glendale Dr 3 4 1 -3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) at Ashley Forest Dr 10 4 1 -3
Cynthia Dr at Collums Dr 4 1 -3
Brookgreen Dr at Southern Village Club 14 5 1 -4
Hillsborough Rd at Old Fayetteville Rd 3 5 1 -4
Churchill Dr at Murray Ln 0 0 0
Willow Dr E at Long Leaf Dr 1 0 0
Village Dr W at Winding Creek 0 0 0 0
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
Umstead Dr W at Umstead Park 1 0 0 0
Barclay Rd E at Justice St 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr E at Rock Creek Rd 0 0 0
Curtis Rd W at Lyons Rd 0 0 0
Weaver Dairy Rd at Steeplechase Rd 0 0 0
Umstead Dr W at Pritchard Ave Ext 0 0 0 0
Barclay Rd W at Williams Circle 1 0 0
Barclay Rd E at Williams Circle 0 0
Weiner St at Barclay Rd 0 0
Severin St at # 223 0 0
Legion Rd at Wooded Area (#1719) 0 0 0
Erwin Rd W at Weaver Dairy Rd 1 0 0
Summerfield Crossing E at Grist Mill Ln 0 0 0
Legion Rd at Cemetery 0 0 0
Merritt Mill Rd at Roberts St 2 0 0
Parkside Cir at Westgreen Dr 6 0 0
Merritt Mill Rd at CC Dickson Co 0 0 0
Merritt Mill Rd at Jiffy Lube 0 0 0
McCauley St at Pharmacy Ln 0 0
Weaver Dairy Rd E at Essex Dr 3 0 0
Standish Dr W at Old Durham Rd 1 0 0
Standish Dr W at Sir Richard Ln 0 0 0
Standish Dr W at St Andrews Ln 0 0 0
Erwin Rd E at Weaver Dairy Rd 0 0 0
Sage Rd S at Erwin Rd 0 0 0
Sage Rd N at Erwin Rd 3 0 0
Sage Rd N at Lowes and Borders 0 0 0
Honeysuckle Rd at Booker Creek Rd 0 0 0
Honeysuckle Rd E at Red Bud Ln 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at #1821 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at #1822 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at Shady Lawn Rd 1 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at Arlington St 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr E at Kenmore Rd 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at #2122 0 0 0
N Lakeshore Dr at #2121 1 0 0
Honeysuckle Rd E at Honeysuckle Ct 0 0 0
Curtis Rd E at Clayton Rd 0 0 0
Friday Center Dr outside Park & Ride Lot 0 0
Willow Dr E at Conner Dr 0 0 0
Village Dr W at Jay St 0 0 0 0
Mitchell Ln at W Rosemary St 1 0 0
Barclay Rd W at Justice St 0 0
Dixie Dr at Collums Rd 0 0
E Franklin St at Eastgate Shopping Center 0 0 0
Bus Operations Center 0 0
Old Oxford Rd E at Booker Creek Rd 0 0 0
Summerfield Crossing at Mossbark Ln 0 0 0
Estes Dr E at Somerset Dr 0 0 0
Davie Rd S at Bert St 0 0 0
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
W Poplar Ave E at Lilac Dr 3 0 0
Hillsborough Rd W at Pine St 1 0 0
High St W at Hillsborough Rd 5 0 0
W Main St W at Simpson St 14 0 0
James St at Carol St 0 0
Carol St at #111 2 0 0 0
N Greensboro St at Weathervane Dr 0 0 0 0
James St at Hillsborough Rd 0 0
Hillsborough Rd E at Rainbow Dr 0 0
Mitchell Lane at Caldwell St 0 0
Mitchell Lane at Robertson St 0 0
Mitchell Lane at #211 0 0
Legion Rd at #1718 0 0
Hillsborough Rd at #904 0 0
Hillsborough Rd at Dove St 0 0
NC 54 at Oleander Rd 0 0
Hillsborough Rd W at Rainbow Dr 0 0
W Poplar Ave E at Raven Ln 0 0
Bradley Rd N at Reade Rd 0 0
Homestead Rd at Southern Human Services 0 0
Seawell School Rd at Ironwoods 0 0
Seawell School Rd at Woodleaf Dr 0 0
Seawell School Rd at Smith Middle School 0 0
Finley Forest Dr 0 0
Brookberry Cr S 0 0
Brookberry Cr N 0 0
Chatham County Park & Ride Lot 0 0
Jones Ferry Rd at Alabama Ave 0 0
Meadowmont Ln at Cedar Club Ct 0 0
Meadowmont Ln at Dubose Home Ln (Rizzo 
Conf. Center) 0 0
Simerville Rd at Meadowmont Greenway 0 0
Sprunt St at Weaver Mine Tr 0 0
Sprunt St at UNC Wellness Center 0 0
Weaver Mine Tr at Little Branch Tr 0 0
Weaver Mine Tr at Buckner Ln 0 0
Weaver Mine Tr at Sprunt St 0 0
Weaver Mine Tr at Archer Alley 0 0
Legion Rd Ext at Cooper St 0 0
N Columbia St N at Isley St 4 1 0 -1
N Lakeshore Dr W at Rock Creek Rd 4 1 0 -1
Old Oxford Rd E at Kirkwood 0 1 0 -1
Standish Dr E at Sir Richard Ln 2 1 0 -1
Brookgreen Dr at Market St 2 1 0 -1
Cameron Av at Wilson St 0 1 0 -1
Cameron Av at Pittsboro St 0 1 0 -1
Honeysuckle Rd at Sedgefield Dr 1 1 0 -1
Homestead Rd W at Martin Luther King Jr 
Blvd (Historic Airport Rd) 2 1 0 -1
Stop Name Boardings 2002 Boardings 2003 Boardings 2005 Difference, 2003-2005
N Greensboro St W at Morningside Dr 0 1 0 -1
N Greensboro St at Williams St 1 1 0 -1
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) N at Stateside Dr 1 0 -1
Fountain Ridge Rd at Overland Dr 0 2 0 -2
Curtis Rd W at S Lakeshore Dr 3 2 0 -2
Highgrove Dr at Parkview Crescent 3 2 0 -2
W Barbee Chapel Rd at Old Barn Ln 4 2 0 -2
Willow Dr E at Willow Terrace Condos 0 2 0 -2
Dixie Dr at Virginia Dr 2 0 -2
W Poplar Ave E at NC 54 7 2 0 -2
W Rosemary St at Graham St 2 0 -2
NC 54 ramp at Jones Ferry Rd 2 0 -2
Standish Dr E at Old Durham Rd 8 3 0 -3
Hamilton Rd N at Berkley Rd 5 3 0 -3
Mitchell Ln at Caldwell St 8 3 0 -3
High St W at Goldston Ave 10 3 0 -3
Carol St at Lorraine St 0 3 0 -3
Hillsborough Rd at #1218 3 3 0 -3
Martin Luther King Jr Blvd (Historic Airport 
Rd) opposite Chapel Hill North 3 0 -3
Caldwell St S at Housing Authority 3 0 -3
US 15-501 Service Rd at Europa Dr 10 4 0 -4
Standish Dr E at St Andrews Ln 1 4 0 -4
W Rosemary St at Sunset Dr 4 0 -4
Old Oxford Rd W at Booker Creek Rd 5 5 0 -5
Old Oxford Rd W at Kirkwood 1 5 0 -5
Carol St at Old Fayetteville Rd 1 5 0 -5
Mitchell Ln at McDade St 1 6 0 -6
Summerfield Crossing W at Grist Mill Ln 4 8 0 -8
W Poplar Ave W at Raven Ln 8 0 -8
N Columbia St N at Chapel Hill Town Hall 0 14 0 -14
Old Fayetteville Rd at Ramsgate Apts 14 0 -14
NC 54 at Harris Inc (Fenway Park) 53 0 -53
Umstead Dr at Bolinwood Apts 34 100 0 -100
Friday Center Dr N at NC 54 193 0 -193
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APPENDIX B: ROUTE-LEVEL ANALYSES 
NORTHERN CORRIDOR 
New Service to Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. 
There are three routes considered here for serving 
this area: the A, HS, and T Routes. All three routes, 
in their current states, violate service standards for 
frequency. The A and T violate peak-hour service 
standards of 30 minutes or less; the A and HS vio-
late midday service standards of 60 minutes or less. 
The costs given here are to bring the revised routes 
up to the service standards; some of this cost is 
necessary on the current routes anyway. It is not 
possible to serve this area with these routes, while 
meeting service standards, without additional cost. 
The NS Route was not considered due to its nature 
as a park-and-ride route and its existing overcrowd-
ing. If a street connection is made from Maywood 
Way north through the proposed Chapel Watch 
development to Eubanks Rd., this area could be 
provided with frequent service without greatly in-
creasing travel times or costs.  
For all options, buses serving the Orange County 
Southern Human Services building will no longer 
travel up its driveway. Instead, service will be pro-
vided along Homestead Rd.; a sidewalk from there 
to the building allows pedestrian access. The op-
tions are summarized in the Table B.1. Detailed 
information and maps are provided in the following 
sections. 
Option 1.1: A Route 
The current A Route operates with highly variable 
headways. In the peak, there are 15 to 45 minutes 
between A Route buses, violating the 30-minute 
peak service standard. Off-peak headways are as 
long as 80 minutes, violating the 60-minute service 
standard.  
Extending service to Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. would 
require existing one-way service to become two-
way along Piney Mountain Rd. and in North Forest 
Hills; otherwise, passengers returning to these areas 
would have to ride past them on a long loop. Cut-
ting out the loop along Piney Mountain Rd. was 
considered, but it as the ridership information 
shows on the map, this area had over 60 boardings 
per day, and it is served only by the A Route. 
One possible route is shown in red on Figure B.1 
(the existing A Route portion is shown in an inset). 
This change would raise the trip time for one full A 
Route trip from 80-85 minutes to 90 minutes, and 
it would reduce layover time.  
Without adding a peak-hour bus, peak headways 
would be 30 minutes on the entire route. If the cur-
rent peak-hour practice of short-turning continues 
(two A Route buses run on the whole route and 
one is “short-turned” to operate on the MLK half 
only), headways on the higher-demand MLK por-
tion of the route could be less than 30 minutes. 
Together, the two buses operating on the whole 
route would provide service every 45 minutes; the 
short-turned bus could be scheduled to arrive every 
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Figure B.1: Modifying the A Route to serve Weaver 
Dairy Rd. Ext., option 1.1. 
Ex-
45 minutes on the northern portion to augment 
that service. This would provide variable peak-hour 
headways of 20 and 25 minutes on the MLK seg-
ment, but 45-minute headways (violating service 
standards) on the segment serving Northside and 
Colonial Heights.  
Keeping this scheme but adding another peak-hour 
bus would fulfill service standards and provide vari-
able peak headways of 10 and 20 minutes on the 
MLK segment and 30-minute headways on the 
Northside and Colonial Heights segment.  
With two buses, off-peak headways 
would be 45 minutes. This requires 
an additional 4 midday service 
hours. 
Advantages: two-way service on 
Piney Mountain; service to eastern 
section of Parkside/Northwood V; 
opportunity to revise and standard-
ize A Route headways to meet peak 
service standards. 
Disadvantages: discontinued one-way 
service to two stops on MLK; Weaver Dairy Ext. 
passengers may resent having to ride through 
North Forest Hills; Parkside/Northwood V resi-
dents may object to buses traveling on neighbor-
hood streets; overall, service might be less frequent, 
but it would be hard to notice because of the cur-
rent variable headways. 
Annual additional cost estimate for operating and mainte-
nance: $66,538 without adding another peak bus; 
$149,710 adding another peak bus. 
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Figure B.2: Modifying the A Route to serve Weaver 
Dairy Rd. Ext., option 1.2. 
Option 1.2: A Route reversible loop  
This option is a modification of Option 1.1 above. 
Rather than traveling along Piney Mountain Rd. 
both ways, the route would use a loop that reverses 
direction at midday, as shown in Figure B.2. In the 
mornings, the route runs clockwise to provide the 
most direct service for residents leaving neighbor-
hoods bound for downtown. In the afternoons, the 
route runs counterclockwise. (The odd arrangement 
near Dixie Ln. is due to operational requirements 
and median placement on MLK Jr. Blvd.) 
This scheme could keep the total peak-hour trip 
length at 80 to 85 minutes, as it is now, allowing 
service to be extended with no additional peak ve-
hicle requirement. It is assumed that the short-
turning practice will continue. However, scheduled 
layover time would be reduced, which might make 
buses unreliable or drivers unhappy. Peak service 
standards could be met with existing equipment, 
but an additional midday bus would still be required 
to meet midday service standards. 
Annual additional cost estimate for operating and mainte-
nance: $66,538 for additional midday bus; $149,710 
if another peak bus is needed due to reliability is-
sues. 
Option 2.1: HS Route  
In FY 2004-05, the HS Route was the only route 
failing to meet the service standard for productivity 
(riders per service hour). It carries very few passen-
gers but also offers very few service hours. The 
route typically uses a mini-bus and provides service 
every half-hour from 7 to 9 a.m. and from 4 to 6 
p.m.; it violates midday service standards simply 
because there is no midday or evening service.  
Because the HS Route barely meets peak service 
standards now, extending it would require an addi-
tional peak-hour bus. Midday service would also 
require a midday bus. One possible routing is 
shown in Figure B.3. An alternate route would be 
to turn around either at Timberlyne or Chapel Hill 
North and serve Weaver Dairy Ext. both ways. The 
route shown would change the route’s trip time 
from 30 minutes to 45 minutes.  
With two peak-hour buses, service could be pro-
vided every 20-25 minutes. Off-peak service would 
use one bus and would be every 45 minutes.  
Advantages: Direct service from Weaver Dairy Ext. 
to Chapel Hill High School; opportunity to provide 
all-day service on HS Route and improve its peak 
headways; opportunity to improve A Route service 
by removing it from Homestead Rd. 
Disadvantages: discontinued service on neighbor-
hood streets near Seawell School Rd. and Home-
stead Rd.; longer travel times from Weaver Dairy 
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Figure B.3: Modifying the HS Route to serve Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext., 
option 2.1. 
Ext. area to downtown than for 
options that use MLK Jr. Blvd.; 
no direct connection to UNC 
Hospitals or anywhere south of 
Franklin St. 
Annual additional cost estimate for 
operating and maintenance: $216,247 
for additional bus operating all 
day. Without any off-peak ser-
vice, $83,172 for additional peak 
bus. 
Option 2.2: HS Converts to a 
Feeder Route  
Instead of a simple extension of 
the HS Route, it could be con-
verted to a fixed-route, fixed-
schedule feeder bus or van to 
serve the Weaver Dairy Ext. area 
and the environs of Chapel Hill 
High School via Homestead Rd. 
This route would not go down-
town or to campus; it would 
simply have transfer points with 
the A, NS, and T Routes at 
MLK Jr. Blvd. near Homestead 
Rd. Depending on routing and 
service coverage, this would take 
20 to 30 minutes round-trip but would need to be 
timed for quick transfers to and from the A, NS, 
and T Routes. The feeder route should operate all 
day.  
Advantages: More frequent service than provided on 
the HS, which could mean that a van might be able 
to handle the passenger demand; direct service 
from Weaver Dairy Ext. to Chapel Hill High 
School.  
Disadvantages: Passengers would need to transfer to 
complete all but the shortest trips; neighborhoods 
on southern Seawell School Rd. would no longer be 
served (but they have very low ridership); service 
would be reduced along portions of MLK Jr. Blvd. 
and Hillsborough St. (but the HS Route picked up 
very few passengers along these segments). 
Annual additional cost estimate for operating and mainte-
nance: $133,075 to cover one midday bus, but this 
would likely be less if using a van. 
Option 3: T Route 
The current T Route operates with variable head-
ways. Morning peak is every 25 to 35 minutes; af-
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ternoon peak is always 35 minutes. Both violate the 
30-minute service standard. Midday service is every 
35 to 60 minutes.  
Because the apartments at the end of Westminster 
Dr. produce a significant portion of the ridership 
for this route, extending service to Weaver Dairy 
Ext. is not as simple as continuing it along Weaver 
Dairy Rd. A possible routing is shown in Figure 
B.4. This change would raise the trip time for one 
full T Route trip from 60/65 minutes (variable) to 
90 minutes. 
With this trip time, an additional 
peak-hour bus would be needed to 
provide service every 30 minutes and 
meet the peak service standard. (This 
additional bus is needed under cur-
rent service.) Two off-peak buses 
would provide service every 45 min-
utes. The A Route could improve its 
headways by not having to serve 
Southern Human Services.  
Advantages: Two-way service on 
Weaver Dairy Ext., fairly direct to 
downtown; connection from Weaver 
Dairy Ext. to nearby shopping areas; 
opportunity to meet service stan-
dards with standardized 30-minute 
peak headways; opportunity to im-
prove A Route service by removing 
it from Homestead Rd.; opportunity 
to improve midday service fre-
quency. 
Disadvantages: Longer travel times for 
residents of existing portion of T 
Route east of MLK; discontinued 
service along segment of MLK; no 
direct service to eastern Parkside.  
Annual additional cost estimate for operating and mainte-
nance: $116,441 to cover one additional peak-hour 
bus and about 2 additional midday service hours 
not currently provided. 
Option 4: Revisions to the A and T Routes 
The most logical way to serve the Weaver Dairy 
Rd. Ext. area may be through a restructuring of both 
the A Route and the T Route, shown in Figure B.5.  
The revised T Route serves Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext. 
and Homestead Rd. in both directions on the way 
to Weaver Dairy Rd., without the Westminster Dr. 
Figure B.4: Modifying the T Route to serve Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext., 
Option 3. 
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Figure B.5: Modifying both the A and T Routes to 
serve Weaver Dairy Rd. Ext., option 4 (left: A Route; 
right: T Route). 
detour. Service on Westminster Dr., Banks Dr., and 
MLK Jr. Blvd. will be provided on the A Route 
rather than the T Route. 
The revised A Route travels through North Forest 
Hills in both directions and extends north along 
MLK Jr. Blvd. to Westminster Dr., serving high-
density residential areas and the Timberlyne shop-
ping center (this route could easily extend to the 
Chapel Hill North shopping center as well, if time 
permits). One-way service formerly provided on 
the A Route along a portion of MLK Jr. Blvd. is 
provided on the NS and revised T Routes, and ser-
vice to Southern Human Services is provided on 
the revised T Route. 
The revised T Route would take 65-70 minutes for 
a round trip, instead of the current 60-65 minutes. 
The revised A Route would have a round-trip run 
time of 90 minutes instead of the current 80-85 
minutes. Both routes would have sufficient layover 
with these run times. In order to meet service stan-
dards and demand, both routes would need an ad-
ditional peak and midday bus. However, if funding is 
minimal or if equipment constraints are severe, this option 
might still work the best without increasing the 
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number of peak buses. An additional midday A 
Route bus would still be needed. In the headway 
calculations, it was assumed that the practice of 
short-turning one A Route bus will continue. 
Advantages: Two-way service on Weaver Dairy Ext., 
fairly direct to downtown; connection from Weaver 
Dairy Ext. to nearby shopping areas; two-way ser-
vice on Piney Mountain; logical route structures; 
opportunity to meet service standards on both 
routes. 
Disadvantages: Longer travel times for residents of 
apartments near Timberlyne; no direct service to 
eastern Parkside.  
Annual additional cost estimate for operating and mainte-
nance: For bare-bones service, $66,538 to cover ad-
ditional midday A Route hours; to meet both ser-
vice standards and demand, $266,151. 
HS Route Revisions 
From the Fall 2005 boarding and alighting survey, it 
is apparent that most trips made on the HS are 
from the high school to downtown Chapel Hill and 
vice-versa. The route serves portions of MLK Jr. 
Blvd. and Hillsborough St., but other routes serve 
these areas better. For example, although the A 
Route had 90 daily boardings at the bottom of the 
hill on Hillsborough St., the HS had none. This is 
likely due to the fact that these passengers are Uni-
versity students, who have little use for a bus that 
stops running by 9 a.m. and does not circulate 
through campus. No passengers boarded the HS at 
the stops on southern Seawell School Rd. (Figure 
2.11, Chapter 2).  
Two options for revising service to this area are 
presented here. Both improve the span of service 
to areas served by the HS Route so that passengers 
can ride at different times of the day.  
Option 1: Combined HS and NU 
The NU Route serves many of the same areas as 
the HS Route, and the two could be combined into 
a single route as shown in Figure B.6. Currently, the 
NU Route operates on 20-minute headways 
throughout the day, using two buses on a 40-
minute loop and operating as an express bus on 
much of MLK Jr. Blvd. Extending the NU Route 
to Chapel Hill High School would add less than 15 
minutes of round-trip travel time to the route, and 
providing local service on MLK Jr. Blvd. or 
southbound (uphill) service on Hillsborough St. 
might also be viable options. The revised route 
would require 60 minutes round-trip travel time, 
meaning that service could be provided every 20 
minutes with three buses or every 30 minutes with 
two buses.  
Also, the P lot provides much of the ridership for 
the NU Route, and the University anticipates de-
creasing the size of this lot during the planning pe-
riod. Because service will still need to be provided 
to the PR Lot, ridership on the route serving it may 
fall without revisions. Therefore, another potential 
change at that time is to use the HS/NU to serve 
the Colonial Heights neighborhood, via Airport Dr. 
and Branch St., rather than the P lot. Advantages of 
this option include transfer-free service from the 
high school area to South Campus and the possibil-
ity of increased service on Hillsborough St. uphill, 
where the A Route experiences overcrowding. Dis-
advantages of this option are that trips to the PR 
Lot might take longer, and that midday service to 
the PR Lot would likely become less frequent. An-
other stumbling block may be the fact that the Uni-
versity pays for the operation of the NU Route, so 
a new agreement would have to be forged for fund-
ing a combined route.  
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Figure B.6: Merging the HS and NU Routes, with service to Colonial Heights. 
Option 2: Convert to a Feeder 
In this option, a fixed-route, fixed-schedule feeder 
bus or van serves the area around Chapel Hill High 
School via Homestead Rd. This route would have 
transfer points with the A, NS, and T Routes at 
MLK Jr. Blvd. near Homestead Rd. This route 
would take approxi-
mately 15 minutes 
round-trip but would 
need to be timed for 
quick transfers to and 
from the A, NS, and 
T Routes. Advan-
tages include more 
frequent service than 
provided on the HS, 
which could mean 
that a van might be 
able to handle the 
passenger demand. A 
major disadvantage is 
the need to transfer 
to complete all but 
the shortest trips. 
Also, the neighbor-
hoods on southern 
Seawell School Rd. 
would no longer be 
served. If desired, the 
feeder route could 
also serve Southern 
Human Services, the 
Weaver Dairy Rd. 
Ext. area, North For-
est Hills, or Lake Ho-
gan Farms. 
NORTHEASTERN CORRIDOR 
M Route 
The M Route is a midday-only service that essen-
tially duplicates a portion of the F Route. As a re-
sult, it has only two exclusive service areas (Pine 
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Knolls and the Chapel Hill Library) and a lot of 
shared stops. 
The problem lies in that the F Route does a better 
job of serving all the shared stops. Departing Uni-
versity Mall for downtown, the M leaves 1-6 min-
utes within the departure of a F bus in the same 
direction on all but the 11:10 trip. Frequently, both 
buses layover at the mall before heading down-
town, and more passengers will choose the bus 
with the longer route. 
The timetable for the M should be adjusted so that 
M buses provide intermediate service between F 
Route trips. Service could also be reinstated along 
Roosevelt Dr. for the M Route to differentiate itself 
from the F. 
New Service to New Hope Commons  
The Durham Area Transit Authority (DATA) 
serves New Hope Commons on Route 10 at :15 
past the hour. If that is not 
changing, any new Chapel 
Hill Transit route should 
also serve New Hope Com-
mons hourly in order to 
provide seamless connec-
tions to DATA. This may 
not be a concern, however, 
so it does not constrain 
these options. 
Option 1: Extended D 
Route 
One possibility is to simply 
append service onto the D 
Route, which gets the clos-
est to the New Hope Com-
mons area of any Chapel 
Hill Transit route (Figure 
B.7). This would provide 
fairly frequent service at 
moderate additional cost, but it might add passen-
gers to a route that is already experiencing over-
crowding. It also disrupts service along the U.S. 15-
501 corridor between Franklin St. and Interstate 40 
and severely increases evening in-vehicle travel time 
for passengers bound for the high-density residen-
tial areas northwest of U.S. 15-501.  
Option 2: Revised CL and D Routes 
This option (Figure B.8) has the same cost as ex-
tending the D Route, but provides less frequent 
service. Its advantages include improving the D 
Route’s ability to serve high-ridership areas north-
west of U.S. 15-501, improving the directness of 
service to lower-ridership areas southeast of U.S. 
15-501, and providing new service to Patterson 
Place and Old Durham Rd. as well as New Hope 
Commons. However, it reduces frequency of ser-
vice to the areas southeast of U.S. 15-501, and the 
60-minute round-trip time may be overly optimistic 
Figure B.7: Extending the D Route to serve New Hope Commons. 
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Figure B.8: Modifying the CL Route to serve New Hope Commons and modi-
fying the D Route to serve high-ridership areas. 
for the revised CL Route; it may need to be re-
routed along Fordham Blvd. instead of Franklin St. 
to keep this schedule.  
Option 3: Extended F Route 
The final option is shown in Figure B.9. Keeping 
current headways, service frequency would be com-
parable to that with Option 1, but the cost is 
greater. Keeping the current number of buses, peak 
headways would violate service standards. Alterna-
tively, a compromise allows an acceptable level of 
service at minimal additional cost, but does 
lengthen some headways. 
New service is provided to the Pope Rd. area, 
eliminating the need for a current Shared Ride 
Feeder zone, as well as New Hope Commons and 
Patterson Place. The F Route is not as crowded as 
the D and CL Routes, so it might be able to absorb 
the additional demand without many problems. 
However, travel time from New Hope Commons 
to downtown Chapel Hill would be about 5 min-
utes longer than with the other options, and trips to 
UNC Hospitals or South Campus would require a 
transfer.  
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Figure B.9: Extending the F Route to serve New Hope Commons. 
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APPENDIX C: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERMS 
The following terms and acronyms are used in this plan. They are also defined in the text at the first use.  
Ad valorem prop-
erty tax 
A method of imposing a tax on the ownership of real property based on its assessed 
value (Ad valorem means “According to value”). This type of tax is used to fund 
Chapel Hill Transit.  
DATA Durham Area Transit Authority, the local transit provider for the City and County of 
Durham. 
EZ Rider Service A special door-to-door service that uses lift-equipped vehicles to transport individuals 
with mobility limitations that prevent them from using Chapel Hill Transit’s regular 
bus service. Passengers must have a certification form, but this service has been free 
since the fixed-route system went fare-free in January 2002. 
Fixed-Route Bus 
Service 
Buses operating on predetermined routes, with published service schedules and spe-
cific bus stops. 
FY (Fiscal Year) Town fiscal years begin in July, end in June. For example, FY 2004-05 began in July 
2004 and ended in June 2005. By contrast, the Chapel Hill Transit service year begins in 
August, ends in July, and takes the name of the later year. For example, Chapel Hill 
Transit began service year 2004 in August 2003.  
Headway The time between two buses of a single route. Shorter headways imply more frequent 
service than longer headways. 
Interlining The practice of having buses switch routes at endpoints, usually done to obtain de-
sired headways with minimal resources. For example, interlining a route that takes 40 
minutes with another route that takes 20 minutes can allow a single bus to provide 
hourly service on both routes.  
Paratransit Transportation that is more flexible than fixed-route or fixed-schedule transit service. 
Service is adjusted to individual needs. Examples include taxis, jitneys, dial-a-ride, van-
pools, and subscription services. Chapel Hill Transit provides two types of paratransit, 
the EZ Rider and Shared Ride Feeder services. 
Block The designation for one bus operating one route, and its associated schedule. If two 
buses operate on a route, that route contains two blocks.  
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Peak Periods For the purposes of analyses in this plan, the morning peak period is considered to be 
from 7:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m., and the afternoon peak period is considered to be from 
3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. The midday period is from 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. Discussions 
of weekday evening service refer to weeknights after 8:00 p.m. 
Shared Ride 
Feeder Service 
A demand-responsive transportation service for passengers in areas unserved by the 
fixed-route system. “Feeder zones” are portions of the service area that are more than 
one-quarter mile from fixed-route service. Trips are provided between designated bus 
stops in the feeder zones to the nearest bus route, or directly to the destination if it is 
in another feeder zone.  
TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone, a unit of analysis used in the U.S. Census and in transportation 
projects. 
Trippers Additional buses that increase service capacity and reduce overcrowding along specific 
segments of fixed routes during the peak hour. 
TTA Triangle Transit Authority, the regional transit provider for the Research Triangle. 
Unlinked passen-
ger trip 
One trip by one passenger on one bus, regardless of distance traveled. A passenger 
who rides one bus and then transfers to another makes two unlinked trips. 
Variable headways With variable headways, the time between two buses of a given route is not constant. 
For example, “variable 10/20/30 minute headways” means that there are 10, 20, and 
30 minute periods between buses of the same route. See standardized headways. 
Standardized 
headways 
With standardized headways, the time between buses of a given route is always the 
same within a given time period (usually the peak or off-peak period). That is, a bus of 
that route will arrive every x minutes. 
Two-way run-time The amount of time it takes one bus to complete a full cycle of one route, from begin-
ning to end and back to the beginning. 
Vehicle-hour One block (see above) in service for one hour. If a route has two buses operating on it 
all day, it has two vehicle-hours for each hour of the day. 
